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Che Solicitors’ Journal. 


LONDON, JUNE 12, 1869. 
———_—-—~_-—- 

Mr. STANDISH GROVE GRADY, of the Home Circuit, 
has just been appointed reader on Hindu, Mahommedan, 
and Indian law to the Inns of Court, Mr. Grady has 
had ar ample experience in initiating pupils into the 
mysteries of these laws, and was selected out of twenty- 
three competitors. 











THE ANNUAL DINNER of the Solicitors’ Benevolent 
Association took place at Willis’s Rooms on Wednesday 
last.* Lord Justice Selwyn in the chair. Although it 
was “grand-day” at the Inns of Court, the Bar was 
numerously represented, while the attendance of solici- 
tors was, we were sorry to notice, smaller than we re- 
member to have seen it. The subscriptions announced 
amounted to £600, of which £150 was contributed by 
the Bench and the Bar. 





WE ARE NOT AWARE whether the answer given by the 
Solicitor-General], in the House of Commons, on Thursday, 
to a question put as to the penalties and disqualification 
for personal bribery and intimidation respectively, was 
correctly reported in the daily papers, but we cannot help 
thinking that he must have said that he had not, and not 
that he had, had an opportunity of looking into the law. 
He referred to the 17 & 18 Vict. c. 102, as the governing 
statute, and pointed out that the difference in the penal- 
ties and disqualifications imposed on the two offences by 
that statute was very slight. The learned gentleman 
had, however, entirely forgotten the further disqualifica- 
tions imposed by the Act of last session upon personal 
bribery. As these were the subject of considerable dis- 
cussion, both at the time and since, this omission is 
somewhat remarkable. Probably, the Solicitor-General 
will take an early opportunity of correcting this mis- 
take. 

We gave a few weeks back (p. 311) a full 
statement of what the various penalties and dis- 
qualifications were. The difference between the dis- 
qualification for personal bribery and personal intimi- 
dation has been illustrated within the last few days. 
Mr. Whitworth, who was declared guilty of personal in- 
timidation at Drogheda, has stood as a candidate at 
Stafford. If he had been guilty of personal bribery he 
would have been disqualified for sitting, not only—as at 
present—for Drogheda in the present Parliament, but 
also for any place for the period of seven years; and 
would, therefore, have been ineligible as a candidate at 
Stafford. Besides this difference there is in the case of 
personal bribery the severe penalty of disqualification 
for any judicial or municipal office. 


WE REGARD WITH SATISFACTION the decision of the 
Master of the Rolls, in Ze Commercial Banking Company 
of India and the Fast, that the Court has power, unde: 
the 160th section of the Companies Act, to affirm a com- 
promise between creditors and contributories on the 
application of the liquidator where a majority, but not 
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all, the creditors assent, and the Court is satisfied that 
such compromise will be for the general good of all. His 
Lordship in effect adopted the decision of the Privy 
Council in a case of Re Eastern Financial Association 
(17 W. R. 554), an Indian appeal case, but founded on a 
section of the Indian Companies Act, 1866, all but ver- 
bally identical with our own, that the power of the 
liquidators extends to making a general compromise of 
claims upon alleged contributories as a class, abandoning 
an equal proportion in each case, notwithstanding differ- 
ence of ability between the contributories, and without 
inquiring closely into the abilities of individual contri- 
butories. It is important to observe that the Court has 
a discretion to sanction an arrangement in accordance 
with the wishes of the great bulk of the creditors 
though a minority oppose it and stand out for what 
they consider to be their just rights. The Court can 
thus put an end to the litigation which a minority 
might be disposed to carry on at the expense of the 
estate, with the disastrous results with which our 
readers are familiar. Such an arrangement necessarily 
entails sacrifices on the part of some; but is not that the 
essence of every compromise ? while the Court has a 
supreme discretion to sanction such terms as it deems 
best for the general good, involving, as they may pos- 
sibly do, individual sacrifices. Looking at the magnitude 
of the fund, and the number and intricacy of the ques- 
tions which must have arisen—some of which indeed 
have already ariseu—between the shareholders of the old 
bank and the shareholders of the new, and the creditors 
of both, and the creditors of either, and as to settling 
the list of contributories, one cannot help congratulating 
the creditors, as well as the shareholders, that they have 
come so near the goal which lately appeared so distant, 
and that by preferring seventeen shillings in hand to the 
visionary prospect of a pound, they have put an end to 
the enormous mass of litigation of which no man could 
foresee the end, and which ultimately would have de- 
voured the larger portion of the assets. The case is 
therefore one which we hope to see followed in other 
cases, and become a precedent. 





THE CASE of Reg. v. Watkins, which was tried last 
week, deserves notice, as it exemplifies the facility with 
which a person may be subjected to criminal proceedings, 
even although there are no facts that are sufficiently 
strong to justify a suspicion. 

Mr. Watkins is managing clerk to a Mr. Browne, an 
attorney. In the course of an action by a Mr. Tommey 
against Mr. Torrens, M.P. for Finsbury, in which Mr. 
Browne was the defendant’s attorney, Mr. Watkins had 
occasion to go to Mr. Tommey’s residence for the purpose 
of inspecting and admitting documents in Mr. Tommey’s 
possession, The documents consisted of six letters 
written by different persons to Mr. Tommey. Mr. 
Watkins admitted one of the letters written by Mr. 
Torrens, and refused to admit the others, on the ground. 
that they were not evidence. The whole time that Mr. 
Watkins was in the room where the documents were Mr. 
Tommey was there also. On the following morning Mr. 
Tommey missed the letters inspected by Mr. Watkins. 

The action resulted in a trial at which Mr. Tommey 
was nonsuited. Shortly after the trial the letters were 
brought by a messenger to Mr. Tommey’s lodgings, a: 1 
left there for him. These letters, with the exception of 
the one admitted, were absolutely valueless in the action, 
as they could not have been given in evidence against 
the defendant, and the one admitted was of no im- 
portance whatever, although it was technically evidence, 
as having been written by the defen 1: nt. 

Such was substantially the case aga nst Mr. Watkins, 
and with this evidence Mr. Tommey brought Mr. Watkins 
before a magistrate on a charge of stealing these letters. 
The charze was dismissed, and Mr. Tommey sub- 
sequently preferred an indictment before the grand jury 
at the Old Bailey, who found a true bill. The trial 
was removed into the Queen’s Bench by certierari, and 
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at the trial the above facts were proved, and of course 
the jury found a verdict of not guilty. 

We particularly draw attention to this case as it seems 
to us one of great hardship to Mr. Watkins. He has 
been exposed to the pain and possible injury of a 
criminal trial on a state of facts which could not even 
raise a well-grounded suspicion. It is difficult to ima- 
gine for a moment that an attorney conducting a cause 
would steal five letters which were not evidence against 
his client, and at the same time admit as well as steal a 
sixth, which was the only one that could be used against 
his client. Not only was there this primd facie impro- 
bability, but there really was no evidence to connect Mr. 
Watkins either with the disappearance or the re-appear- 
ance of the letters, and this appears to have been the 
opinion of the magistrate before whom the charge was 
originally preferred. It is hard that after this andon 
such evidence a man should be subjected to a criminal 
trial. No doubt the verdict was in his favour, and no 
one who has read the evidence can doubt that it was 
rightly so ; but notwithstanding this such a trial cannot 
fail to cause great annoyance and may produce serious 
pecuniary damage. The only remedy is of course an ac- 
tion for malicious prosecution, but this is useless unless 
the defendant is able to pay damages, and even heavy 
damages will not always compensate for the injury that 
may be caused by such proceedings as these. This was 
one of those cases in which the legal machinery has been 
used for purposes for which it was never intended, and 
after a competent tribunal had declared that there was 
no evidence the prosecutor was enabled, by means of 
another method of procedure, to have the matter formally 
tried. 

This is an instance, and not a solitary one, that our 
grand jury system doves not always work well. There are 
some crimes which cannot be preferred before a grand 
jury until they have been heard by a magistrate, and 
there seems every reason for extending this rule still 
iirther. The grand jury, from the mode of its procedure, 
1+ never a very satisfactory tribunal ; and it is therefore 
undesirable that it should in any case be the only tri- 
bunal before which proceedings preliminary toa criminal 
trial should be held. 





A CIRCULAR has lately been issued by the Criminal 
Law Amendment Association, asking for support in ad- 
vocating the introduction of a system of appeal in 
criminal cases. That the present system of appeal to 
tne Home Secretary is eminently unsatisfactory is 
aimost universally acknowledged, and if the efforts of 
the association are directed to obtain some alteration in 
this respect, then we think they deserve the cordial sup- 
port of the profession. If, however, what they advocate 
is a universal right of appeal in criminal cases, then we 
think the system proposed to be introduced would be 
even worse than the present. It would be folly to deny 
that the verdicts in criminal cases are occasionally 
wrong, and that upon a new trial in such cases 
the result might be different. But while admitting this 
to be the case, we cannot at all agree with the committee 
of the association in thinking that there are now pining 
in the prisons of England many persons who, from 
various circumstances, have been unjustly convicted, but 
would be able to show the injustice of their conviction 
and acquit themselves, were it possible to do so, by a 
new trial in court. That the number of really unjust 
convictions is remarkably small may be shown by the 
sta'ements of men of large practical experience. If such 
men are asked how many cases they have known in 
which they have had the slightest suspicion that a con- 
victed man was really innocent, scarcely any can give an 
instance. There are, of course, a few well-known in- 
stances. There are also many cases of acquittals of 


ersons who ought to have been convicted, and also a 
tain number of cases of men convicted upon evidence 
n which it was fairly open, under our present prin- 

of criminal law, to a jury, if they pleased, to 





acquit, but where no one could really in his own mind 
believe in the prisoner’s innocence. This, of course, is 
owing to the strictness of proof, and the presumption of 
innocence, which is always insisted on in criminal 
cases. Now, in the first place, if there is to be a general 
appeal in criminal cases, appeals against acquittals must 
be allowed as well as against convictions. Again, the 
strictness of proof now required would inevitably cease, 
in practice, to be essential. In every case of the convic- 
tion of a person who himself or whose friends were 
sufficiently well off, there would certainly be an appeal. 
On the whole, therefore, we think a universal system of 
appeal would introduce more mischief than it would 
advantages, and moreover is not required as a measure of 
justice by there being any reason to suppose practical in- 
justice is now done to innocent persons, except in a few 
rare instances, such as no system could make impossible. 
It would, however, in our opinion, be extremely desirable 
to introduce some discretionary system, under which a 
second trial might take place in certain cases. Without 
giving a right of appeal, the prerogative of mercy which 
the Crown has might well include the power of con- 
ferring the lesser boon of a further legal investigation 
as well as the greater of a pardon. At present it is only 
possible for the Secretary of State to direct some private 
investigation for his own information, which obviously 
is not likely to be so effective as a public trial, and 
which, in practice, never gives satisfaction to the public. 
Therefore, although there is not, in our opinion, any 
reason to suppose practical injustice is now done to inno- 
cent men, yet a better method of investigating, after 
verdict, cases in which a doubt can be suggested, might 
well be devised. 





THE LIST OF APPEALS from revising barristers has 
come to an end, just as the proceedings for forming the 
new register for next year are about to commence. Ap- 
pellants and respondents have been singularly unfor- 
tunate in failing to clear up disputed points or the recent 
Acts, and the appeals will do little towards assisting the 
revising barristers this year. The Court of Common 
Pleas has given no further assistance in defining a lodger 
than to say that he must live in lodgings, and several 
of the judges, especially Mr. Justice Byles, having con- 
fessed themselves unable to say who really is a lodger, the 
point is if anything more in doubt than last year. In 
the Cambridge case the judges, by a somewhat forced 
construction of the incorporating clauses, arrived at the 
desirable conclusion that the occupation of premises 
within colleges at Oxford and Cambridge could not con- 
fer a franchise for the borough under the new Act any 
more than under the old. It would have been perhaps 
as well if the Court, being unanimous in this conclusion, 
had coniined themselves to it, instead of saying anything 
in the point as to whether the claimants in question 
were lodgers at all, as the remarks of the Chief Justice 
certainly will be likely to create difficulty when further 
questions come before the Court. In the last case 
argued, in which the Court have not yet given their 
decision, they have an opportunity of settling points of 
considerable difficulty and constant occurrence as to 
building society mortgages. This, however, one of the 
most important of the appeal cases, did not arise under 
the new Act but under the old. 

Neither the aspect of political affairs, nor the state of 
the law, as left by the decisions of the Courts, seem to 
make it likely that the work of revising barristers will 
be lighter this year than last. Some time back we 
pointed out that the Select Committee of the House ap- 
pointed to consider the subject of revision would not be 
able to report in time for legislation this year. It is in 
our view absolutely essential that some further provision 
should be made for the county revision in the present 
year. It will undoubtedly be very heavy, as the general 
election has now made it known which way the new 
electors will be likely to vote, and accordingly objections, 
which were few in numbers last year, are likely to be 
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much more numerous this year. The law as to the re- 
gistration of the £12 occupiers in counties is in a most 
unsatisfactory state, and many difficult points will arise 
on this list, which this year will be vigorously contested 
by all the election agents. When to all this is added 
that in the present year there will be no power for the 
judges on circuit to appoint a revising barrister to each 
new division of the counties which were divided, it be- 
comes clear that something ought to be done. If it is 
thought that very extensive changes will be made next 
year asthe result of the report of the committee, so that 
it is not worth while to introduce small amendments this 
year, the proper course will be to re-enact for the present 
year the 4th section of the Registration Act of last year. 
That no doubt would give rather more barristers than 
is absolutely necessary this year, because, of course, there 
is more time for the revision this year than there was 
last. At the same time some more are clearly required 
wherever counties have been divided, and if the measure 
is to be merely a temporary one, it is perhaps scarcely 
worth while definitely to fix the numbers. 

It is to be hoped that, unless the Attorney-General, 
within whose department we imagine it to be, takes some 
step in this matter before long, some member will in- 
quire what are the intentions of the Government in the 
matter. 





THE House oF Commons was occupied on Monday 
night with the old question of the compound householder; 
Mr. Goschen’s assessed rates bill was read a second time, 
and Mr. Sheridan’s rival bill was withdrawn. We com- 
mented at some length on these bills ante pp. 371 
and 3889. Mr. Goschen has, however, given notice 
of amendments in his bill, which entirely alter its 
character, and which meet some of the objections 
we formerly took to it. In effect they re-introduce 
compounding, although they do not exactly restore 
the former state of things. Unfortunately, however, 
these amendments had not been printed at the time of the 
discussion. It is obvious, however, that they will re- 
quire careful wording, and, taking Mr. Goschen’s speech 
as our guide to what the amendments actually contain, we 
have some doubts whether they will really effectthe double 
object of restoring the system of compounding, and also of 
enabling the householders whose rates are compounded 
for by the landlord to vote. 

As regards Mr. Sheridan’s bill, we have received 
a pamphlet entitled “Notes on the Payment of 
the Poor-rate as a condition of voting, by a Bar- 
rister.” The object of this pamphlet, as stated by the 
author, is to show that Mr. Sheridan’s bill was calcu- 
lated effectually to accomplish the important object for 
which it was introduced. As Mr. Sheridan’s objections 
to the Government bill were much modified by the 
amendments proposed, and the bill introduced by him 
has now been withdrawn, it is perhaps scarcely necessary 
now to notice the pamphleteer’s defence. It appears, 
however, to be, although by a barrister, not free from 
the error into which so many persons have fallen, 
and which we are not quite sure that Mr. Goschen 
has avoided. This error relates to what is called the per- 
sonal payment of rates. The writer of the pamphlet 
very properly points out that personal payment is not now 
required; he does not, however, point out what is actually 
required, viz., personal liability to pay the rates. The 
confusion has, no doubt, arisen from inaccurate ex- 
pressions, first used by Mr. Disraeli and others in support- 
ing his bill; but it has been increased greatly by the 
equally inaccurate statements of the advocates of the 
repeal of the ratepaying clauses. The fact is that if all 
the ratepaying clauses were repealed it would still be 
necessary for the householder to be rated in order to vote. 
It is not merely necessary that his name should be on 
the rate-book, but it must be there as that of the party 
rated. If he is rated and the party liable to pay, it is 
quite immaterial whether he pays himself or allows some 
one else to pay for him and takes the benefit of that 





payment. We are not quite sure whether Mr. Goschen 
in his proposed amendments dealt with this case. In 
his speech the only provisions he mentioned were—first, 
that the compounding owner was to be bound under a 
penalty to give the names of the occupiers to the over- 
seer, to enable him to put the occupiers on the rate-book, 
and then on the register; secondly, to fine the overseer for 
each name omitted from the register; and thirdly to en- 
able parties to claim before the revising barrister, if both 
the owner and overseer had neglected their duty. These, 
however,would be of no use without a provision that it shall 
be sufficieut if the occupier’s name appears on the rate-book 
without appearing there as that of the party rated. In 
fact, the third paragraph, and not the fourth, of the 3rd 
section of the Representation of the People Act, 1867, 
requires amendment or repeal, as the case may be, for it 
is upon that paragraph, and not upon the fourth, that the 
necessity for the occupier being rated is founded. Mr. 
Sheridan’s bill proposed the repeal of the fourth 
which was already practically inoperative, but left un- 
touched the third, which really created all the difficulty. 
Besides this, as we pointed out before, it did not deal 
with the old franchise, for which rating was as; 
much required as for the new. When we see Mr. 
Goschen’s amendments we shall recur to this subject, 
which is one of considerable importance. It really is 
time that it should be discussed temperately, and without 
party feeling; and as gentlemen on oneside of the House 
have been as much mistaken about the real effect of the 
bill of 1867 as those on the other, there can be no reason 
why they should not all acknowledge their error, and 
contrive to pass a sensible measure. 





Mr. TYRRWHITT having retracted his former deter- 
mination to bind Mr. Rigby Wason over to prosecute, 
that gentleman has been further ventilating his 
grievances against Earl Russell, Lord Chelmsford, and the 
Lord Chief Baron, by a long speech in the Courtof Queen’s 
Bench. The Court, however, declined to assist him in 
prosecuting his charge, on the ground that the offence, 
being a conspiracy to make certain statements in the 
House of Lords, was not aia indictable offence. That the 
Court could find any excuse for preventing the further 
prosecution of Mr. Wason’s charges is certainly satisfac- 
tory, because even if his allegations against the Chief 
Baron were all to be proved true, which, as the evidence 
stands at present, we cannot suppose likely, no pub- 
lic advantage would be derived from the investigation. 
There is such a thing, in public opinion at all events, asa 
statute of limitation in such matters, and to bring up 
against a man a charge of misconduct thirty 
years ago, especially when all the materials existed for 
bringing it before, probably does more good than 
harm in the estimation of the public to the man 
attacked, while it certainly has the contrary effect so 
far as the man who brings forward the charge is con- 
cerned. While, however, we are glad to hear the charge 
is not to be preferred, we were somewhat surprised that 
the Court of Queen’s Bench did not feel itself compelled to 
afford Mr. Wason the opportunity of bringing it before 
a grand jury if he pleased. Kefore the Vexatious Indict- 
ments Act (22 & 23 Vict. c. 17), and now as regards all 
offences but those comprised in that Act, one of which 
is conspiracy, any man had a right to go before a gran 
jury with his bill of indictment, and require thea 
either to find it a true bill or to ignore in 
In that way, however, persons were liable to have 
charges made against them without notice, and to be put 
on their trial without knowing the nature of the evi- 
dence that was to be brought against them. To 
remedy this it was provided that indictments for certain 
offences were not to be preferred without a preliminary 
process by which depositions would be taken, of which 
the accused person might obtain a copy. The magistrate 
is not bound to commit for trial; but if he does not think 
fit to do so, he is required by the statute to take the re- 
cugnisance of the party desiring to prosecute, so as to 
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enable him to go before the grand jury. It does not ap- | fair, as the number of arrests on bailable process, which in 
pear to have beep the intention to deprive any one of | former times was the common way of commencing many 
the right that formerly existed of preferring charges | actions, ought not to be taken into account as cases of 
before the grand jury, but merely to oblige them to go | imprisonment for debt. Of course, it is only imprison- 
through a preliminary process for the benefit of the ac- | ment on final process that can really be called imprison- 
cused. Of course, if an indictment should be found by | ment for debt, and therefore it is only the number of : 
a grand jury, which discloses no indictable offence, it | such cases which ought to be compared. iu 
will be quashed. It has, however, now been decided H 
that if the information does not disclose an indictable BUILDING CONTRACTS. ce e 
offence the magistrate is not bound either to commit for , ; ¢ i Ww 
trial or to take the recognisance. This certainly saves The difficulty of the English law at the present time, :- al 
; expense to intending prosecutors, and annoyance to ac- whether caused by the complex relations of modern bi 
| cused persons by proceedings which must fail ulti- | society or by the way in which the law is created and C 
mately. It is, however, a construction of the statute | promulgated, or whether it is owing to a combination of b 
somewhat difficult to arrive at, and which might lead to | bothcauses, has undeniably this amongst other results that di 
} a conclusion, which, for fear of giving a hint to Mr. it is next to impossible for anyone to understand the legal fo 
i Wason, we prefer not to particularise. effect of his contracts or his other acts, unless he has de 
' Ae given a considerable amount of attention to the study of Ww 
WE HAVE RECEIVED A PAMPHLET entitled “A hus- | the law. To give such attention requires, however, much tl 
band’s liability for debts incurred by his wife.” It ap- | more leisure than can usually be afforded by those who a 
pears to consist of a reprint of a judgment of Mr. Fal- | are not connected with the law as a profession, and most T 
coner, the judge of the Merthyr County Court, with | people ure in consequence in a state of the most entire a 
some notes as to the tally system and its operation | ignorance of the most elementary principles of the law ce 
in the county courts. The judgment contains a | to which they are subject, and which dictates their various pl 
good review of the various cases down to Jolly v. Rees, | rights and duties. One of the forms in which this ig- C: 
12 W. R. 473, the last and one of the most impor- | norance shows itself is extreme carelessness in enter- tl 
tant cases on the subject. To this is appended some notes | ing into contracts even when of the most important 
upon the tally system, apparently intended to show that | nature. Few persons pay any attention to the wording in 
tally men ought to be encouraged on the ground that | of the writings which they sign, and are often afterwards by 
credit is of great value to poor persons, and that county | much surprised at the legal construction that is put upon fo 
court judges especially should encourage tallymen by | expressions and sentences which they hardly noticed tl 
enforcing vigorously the law against their debtors. We | when they entered into the contract. The experience Ay 
cannot help thinking that few persons would be found | acquired by one individual in the course of a legal pro- a 
to say the law ought not to be enforced, and that the ceeding is seldom appreciated by others who are not ti 
writer of the pamphlet proceeds rather upon a mistaken | directly interested in the question then at issue, and Ww 
view of the objections taken to the system. | hence it is that documents are every day executed by w 
Like many other systems, there is no harm in the | people who are quite ignorant of their real effect, and se 
theory of it, perhaps rather the contrary ; the harm lies | who would be horrified if they knew the meaning which ar 
in tne abuse of it, and the great probability, amounting al- , the law attaches to the engagements into which they so ee 
most to certainty, that in practice it will be abused. It | readily enter. wi 
is quite true, as stated in the pamphlet, that by the sys- | In former days the evil of reckless contracts was go 
tem poor people are enabled to purchase useful articles, thought so great that the law sometimes gave relief op 
which would not otherwise be within their means, but | simply on the ground of the hardship imposed on one of bu 


the parties. Bonds to secure the payment of money are to 
the most familiar instances of this. By the plain con- 
struction of a bond in the usual form, if the obligor did 


the difficulty is that they are likely to be persuaded by 
the temptation of not having to pay at once to buy other 
a: ticles not useful at all. In fact, that under a system 


; - 5 ds v. 
which prevents the cost from being duly weighed, not actually pay the money mentioned in the condition ju 
articles which catch the fancy at the time, but are not on the appointed day, he became liable to pay the pr 
of real usefulness, are likely to provetooattractive. Possibly | iarger amount mentioned in the obligatory part of the sy 


the writer of the pamphlet meant by drawing attention | bond. t} 





to the law to point out that the husband has the | The Court of Chancery at avery early period interfered ai) 
remedy in his own hands, because he may for- | to prevent the obligor from suffering this hardship, and ov 
bid his wife to incur any such expenditure, and if the obligee was compelled to be satisfied with the of 
he does he will not be liable. This is true, and | amount of the debt and interest and damages for the hie 
no doubt the circulation of this information may do | delay in the payment. Later still a statute of Anne gave di 
some good. Still a husband amongst the lower classes , the obligor similar relief at law. The same principle has ac 
who was to do so would to a great extent deprive him- | been extended to other cases where a person contracts ce 
self of the as-istance of his wife in household matters. | to pay a penalty (except where it is by way of liquidated by 
Besides in the majority of cases the burden of payments | damages) on the non-performance of a contract. It 
under the tally system is not felt at first. Probably the The tendency of the Courts at the present day is, how- th 
bargain is made when the husband is in good employ, | ever, to allow persons to contract as they like whether the © 
earning good wages, and well able to pay the weekly in- | contracts are foolish or not. The old authorities rela- th 
stalments, This he probably does at first, and of course | ting to penalties are still followed, but the Courts decline fo 
if he does it is useless for him afterwards, when less able | to extend their principle any further. The mere fact of 
to pay, to attempt to set up that his wife had not his | hardship imposed upon one of the parties to a contract Ke val 
authority. Neither, we believe, are husbands in any | is no ground for relief at law or in equity unless the cir- F wre 
class fond ofsetting up sucha plea. Wethink, therefore, | cumstances come dircctly within the authority of cases 5 ha 
that the conclusion to which the writer of this pamphlet | already decided. i th 
d-sires us to come, viz., that tallymen ought to be en- There is, perhaps, noclass of contracts in which greater 4 oi 
c vuraged, is not a sound one. Atthe same time it would | recklessness of consequences is shown than in building f (a 
be equally erroneous to suppose that their business iv | contracts. When the owner of land wants to build upon bi te 
either illegal, fraudulent, or even immoral. It is simply | it he generally chooses an architect in whom he has con- : op 
porticularly liable to abuse. The writer gives some statis- | fidence, and then advertises for tenders for the buildings, ues 
‘4 a4 to the number of imprisonments for debt now and | and having chosen a contractor to do the work he con- jec 
i former times, which we think are calculated to mislead, | fides the superintendence of the erection of the buildings th: 
in some of his comparisons certainly, imprisonment on | tothe architect. One of the commonest terms in building ge 
newne process is taken into account, This, of course, is un- | contracts ix, that the work is to be paid for by instalments, 
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as it progresses, on the architect giving certificates from 
time to time that the work is properly done. It is also 
generally stipulated expressly that no money is to be 
paid either during the construction or on the completion 
of the building unless the builder obtains from the archi- 
tect a certificate that the building is being built or is 
completed, as the case may be, to his satisfaction. 

Such a stipulation as this practically Jeaves the builder 
entirely at the mercy of the architect, who is thus placed 
in the position of an arbitrator between the landowner 
and the builder. The effect of these stipulations in 
building contracts has more than once come before the 
Courts. In Clarke v. Watson (13 W. R. 345) the action was 
by a contractor against a landowner for payment for work 
done undera building contract which required (in the usual 
form) that the plaintiff should not be paid until the 
defendant’s architect had given a certificate that the 
work was properly completed. The declaration averred 
that the architect withheld his certificate improperly, 
and claimed payment as if the certificate had been given. 
The Court held on demurrer that the declaration was bad, 
and that the improper refusal of the architect to give the 
certificate did not dispense with the performance by the 
plaintiff of the condition that he should get the certifi- 
cate which was precedent to his right of action against 
the defenc ant. 

This latter point arose in the case of Davis v. Taylor, 
in the Court of Exchequer last week. ‘The action was 
by a builder, under a building contract in the ordinary 
form, against the architect. The declaration alleged 
that the defendant knew that the plaintiff had properly 
completed the work, and that without reasonable cause, 
and fraudulently and maliciously, and to injure the plain- 
tiff, he withheld his certificate, whereby the plaintiff was 
unable to obtain payment from the landowner. There 
was a demurrer to the declaration, and the Court have re- 
served their judgment. Clarke v. Watson shows that if the 
architect, in such cases as these, chooses to withhold his 
sertificate, however improperly, the builder is entirely 
without remedy against the landowner as he has not 
got the certificate, and it has hitherto been the general 
opinion that no action could be maintained by the 
builder against the architect, who is under no duty 
towards the builder either by contract or otherwise. 

It would seem, from a dictum of Willes, J.,in Clarke 
v. Watson, that if the architect refused to exercise his 
judgment, and declined to consider the matter at all, the 
proper course for the builder would be to call upon the 
landowner to appoint some other architect to act in 
the matter. If the landowner refused to do so, it is pos- 
sible that the builder might havea remedy, as the land- 
owner might then be considered as being in the position 
ofa person who had never appointed an architect, and 
had thereby himself rendered the performance of the con- 
dition precedent impossible. If the landowner by any 
act of his own prevents the builder from getting the 
certificate, the absence of the certificate cannot be raised 
by the landowner asa defence to an action by the builder. 
It has been decided (Batterbury v. Vyse, 11 W. R. 891) 
that if the architect refuses to give the certificate in 
collusion with the landowner the builder is relieved from 
the necessity of obtaining it, and can maintain an action 
for payment without the certificate. 

It does not often happen, however, that an architect 
refuses to come to an opinion on the subject of the works 
under his charge, or that a landowner can be proved to 
have caused his architect to refuse a certificate, or 
that it can be shown that an architect has acted mali- 
ciously in refusing a certificate. The ordinary case is 
(and it is one that frequently happens) that the archi- 
tect, whether rightly or wrongly, has himself formed an 
opinion that the works are nos properly done. The cor- 
rectness of this opinion cannot in these cases be sub- 
jected to any test, as the builder has beforehand engaged 
that his payment shall depend upon the contingency of 
getting the certificate. 





So far we have only dealt with the builder’s rights at 
law, but in equity he is in no better position. In Bliss v. 
Smith (34 Beav. 508) it was held that a builder had no 
remedy against a landowner whose architect refused to 
give a certificate, unless there was either fraud or the ac- 
counts were too complicated to be taken at law. Prac- 
tically, the builder's position is the same in equity as at 
law. The builder under an ordinary building contract 
is therefore entirely at the mercy of the architect, who is 
a judge from whose decision there is no appeal. 

The chief objection to such a state of things depends 
not so much upon the fact that the builder must submit 
to the decision of the architect, because that is nothing 
more than is voluntarily accepted by every litigant who 
consents to an arbitration. The real hardship is that the 
arbitrator is the architect who is employed and paid 
solely by the iandowner, and thus there may be a direct 
clash between the claims of the builder and the interests 
of the architect’s employer. The architect is thus placed 
in a position which no one should occupy. It resembles 
somewhat the case of a man who is judge in his own 
case. Such a position renders it possible for an unscrupu- 
lous architect to do great injustice, and at the same time 
makes it difficult for one who is scrupulous to do his em- 
ployer justice, and it ought, therefore, to be avoided. 
We do not for a moment mean to say that architects 
placed in this position do not generally do their duty and 
do it well. On the contrary, we believe that in the ma- 
jority of cases they strive to do justice to both parties; 
but notwithstanding this they are necessarily open to 
suspicion on account of their position, which in itself is 
far more difficult than that of an ordinary arbitrator 
who is equally independent of both parties. 

The simplest remedy for this evil would be to appoint 
some independent person who should, in case of dispute, 
be the ultimate arbitrator between the builder and the 
landowner. It would be easy to adopt a form of con- 
tract which should contain such a provision, and if 
builders were once thoroughly aware of the legal con- 
struction of their ordinary contracts it is probable that 
they would, in their own defence, insist upon the inser- 
tion of some such provision as we have suggested. In 
the meantime some good may be done by pointing out 
the objections that there are to the commen form of 
building contracts which is now generally in use. 








RECENT DECISIONS. 





EQUITY. 
AVOIDANCE FOR UNCERTAINTY OF CHARITABL® 
GIFTS. 
Dolan v. Macdermot, lh. C. CAIRNS, 17 W. R. 3. 

This is one of a class of cases that are constantly 
recurring. Purposes which are regarded as charitabie 
within the equity of the statute of Elizabeth are 
numerous enough. Yet in cases where a testator, or more 
often a testatrix, is minded to be charitable post mortem, 
but fails to indicate any one charitable object with sufli- 
cient precision to satisfy the requirements of the statute, 
the Court with all its leaning in favour of charity, is 
often sorely puzzled to establish the will, where contested 
by the next of kin on the ground of uncertainty. 
Perhaps the most common of these casesis, where a testa- 
tor, either trom indolence or from confidence in the better 
judgment of his executors, makes a bequest in trust for 
such charitable objects as his executors shall in their 
discretion think fit—appending sometimes, as in the 
present case, a limitation of place within which the 
charity is to be established. The will in this case was 
of that character, with the addition of the words “in the 
event of my leaving no specific directions by a codicil to 
this my will.” As the reader will have anticipated, no 
codicil was ever made, and the gift became a gift m 
trust to bestow the fund in such charities and public 
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purposes as lawfully might be in the parish of Tadmar- 
ton as the§ trustees should in their discretion think fit. 
The Lord Chancellor held that this amounted to a gift to 
public charities and other public purposes within the 
equity of the statute, and affirmed the decision of the 
Master of the Rolls that the gift was a good charitable 
gift, using these words in their technical and legal, 
rather than in their popular, meaning. Had the testator 
spoken of charities or public purposes in the disjunctive, 
the decision possibly might have been against the 
charity on the ground of uncertainty, as in Filis v. Selby, 
1 My. & Cr. 286, where the gift was for such charitable or 
other purposes as the trustees should think fit, the rule 
being, as laid down by Sir W. Grant in James v. Allen, 
3 Mer. 17, that if the property might, consistently with 
the will, be applied to other than strictly charitable pur- 
poses, the trust is too indefinite for the Court to execute. 
Soin Williams v. Kershaw, acase referred to 1 My. & Cr. 
293, where the gift was of a residue to be applied to 
such benevolent, charitable, and religious purposes as the 
trustees should think most advantageous and beneficial, 
Lord Cottenham held that the trust could not take effect, 
as the words were not to be read in the conjunctive, so 
that there was a discretion in the trustees, which was 
fatal to the charity; the question in such cases being, 
not whether the trustee may apply the fund to a pur- 
pose wholly charitable, but whether he is bound so to 
apply it. In Morice v. Bishop of Durham, 9 Ves. 399, 
10 Ves. 522, a leading case on this point, a gift for such 
objects of benevolence and liberality as the trustee in his 
own discretion should most approve was not supported, 
on the ground that “benevolence and liberality ” did 
not mean charity; but this, perhaps, is not quite a case in 
point, A case more nearly resembling Lillis v. Selby was 
Vezey v. Samson, 18. & Stu. 69, where a gift of residue in 
trust to dispose of it at the trustees’ pleasure either for 
charitable or public purposes or to any persons in such 
shares as they should in their discretion think fit, was 
held too vague to be supported. The discretion given to 
the trustees in these cases does not relieve the gift from 
being a trust. Where it is too vague to be carried 
into effect the trust continues, but for the benefit of the 
nextoufkin. It appears, then, from all these cases that 
for a gift of a charitable nature to be upheld in our 
Courts, it is essential that the giver should have indicated 
with clearness its object. Anything like vagueness is 
fatal to the trust. It is hard to say what purposes of a 
philanthropic, benevolent, social, or religious character 
do not fall within the definition of charitable purposes, 
or will not be established by the Court. Even where the 
giver has omitted to provide a hand to receive and 
distribute his bounty, the Court will iteelf undertake 
the task ; but one thing is essential, that the giver should 
make his meaning clear, and should avoid creating a 
discretion as to the application of the gift, the surest 
way perhaps to avoid the imputation of vagueness and 
uncertainty being to avoid gifts in the alternative form 
to instances of which we have already referred. 





WINDING UP AGAINST THE WILL OF THE MAJORITY. 
Rte Great Northern Copper Mining Company of 
Australia, M.R.,17 W.R. 462. 

By the 79th section of the Companies Act, 1862, a 
company may be wound up whenever in the opinion of 
the Court it is just and equitable that it should be wound 
up. Whatever may have been the intention of the 
Legislature in conferring on the Court a power in terms 
so general—and we cannot but think the intention was 
to meet the case of fraudulent and bubble companies — 
the Court has shown little or no disposition to avail it- 
self of its discretion under that head, The effect of 
the decision of the Court of Appeal in Re Suburban 
Hotel Company, 15 W. BR. 1096, L. BR. 2 Ch. 737, when 
it was decided by analogy with the principle in Spack- 
man’s case, 1 Macn. & G. 170, that the fifth head is 
restricted to matters ejusdem generis with the first four, 








has been to make the fifth head almost a dead letter. That 
the fifth head, however, does apply to the case of bubble 
companies, was the opinion of the Master of the Rolls 
in Re Anglo-Greek Steam Company, 14 W. R. 624, L. R 
2 Eq. 1, but apart from this the principle seems to be 
that in making a compulsory order on the petition of a 
shareholder, to which the majority of shareholders do 
not consent, the Court must not exercise a loose discre- 
tion, but proceed upon some definite reason ejusdem 
generis with one or other of the four reasons previously 
specified in the 79th section. 

In a leading case, as regards clause 5 of the 79th sec- 
tion, Re Suburban Hotel Company (ubi sup.), the Lord 
Justice Cairns considered that he was not authorised to 
wind up a solvent company against the wish of the 
majority, because the business was being carried on at a 
loss, and appeared likely to continue a losing concern. 
Lord Cairns stated this to have been the conclusion 
arrived at by the late Lord Justice Turner as well as 
by himself. In the case before us, however, the 
order was made against the wish of the majority, on 
the ground that the substratum of the company was 
gone, following an observation of Lord Cairns in the 
Suburban Hotel case, to the effect that if it were shown 
to the Court that the whole substratum of the partner- 
ship, the whole of the business which the company was 
incorporated to carry on, had become impossible, the Court 
might, either under the Act of Parliament, or on general 
principles, order the company to be wound up—doing, in 
fact, just what it would do in the case of a private partner- 
ship: Bailey v. Ford, 13 Sim. 495. In all these cases 
the Court will meet the wishes of parties as far as possible, 
and will direct the hearing of petitions to stand over, 
in order that the wish of the shareholders may be ascer- 
tained (Re London Flour Company, 16 W.R. 552). It 
must also be borne in mind that persons who become 
members of a company thereby submit themselves to the 
control of the majority ; and a very strong case indeed 
(short of fraud) is required to induce the Court to inter- 
fere with the internal management of a company, because 
a minority wish the Court to do so. It is only 
where there is no prospect whatever of future success, 
where the foundation of the company is gone, that the 
Court will make the winding-up order under the just 
and equitable clause, and even that, it seems, will be 
changed to a winding-up under supervision (le Bristol 
Soap and Trading Company, M. R. Ap. 17, 1869), if the 
creditors and shareholders desire it. 

DEVIATION OF PuBLIC ROAD—RAILWAYS CLAUSES 
CONSOLIDATION ACT (1845), ss. 16, 46. 
Attorney-General v. Ely, Haddenham, and Sutton Rail- 
may Company, L.C., 17 W. R. 357. 

In this case the decision depended upon special 
facts, which can hardly be communicated otherwise 
than by a reference to the plan annexed to the report. 
The gist of the case, however, is, that the railway com- 
pany, in laying out their line, came to a four-cross way 
in the Cambridgeshire fen country, and were rather em- 
barrassed how to passit. The Board of Trade would not 
let them have more than one level crossing. They ulti- 
mately, by diverting one of the crossing roads for a short 
distance parallel to the railway, made one level crossing 
serve for both. For the traffic in one direction this 
deviation shortened the distance, and was therefore a 
direct boon, but on the cross traffic it imposed a detour of 
some 130 yards, 

An information having been filed at the relation of cer- 
tain inhabitants of the district, Lord Hatherley observed 
that the road must be diverted one way or the other; if 
it were taken over a bridge or through a tunnel it would 
be diverted vertically; in the plan the company had 
adopted it had been diverted horizontally, and believing 
that the vertical diversion would have been no more con- 
venient than the horizontal, he could not order the com- 
pany to undo their work and find another plan. 
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COMMON LAW. 

LIGHT AND AIR—PRESCRIPTION ACT (2 &3 WILL. 4, 
c. 71), 8. 3—AcTUAL BNJoYMENT—UNINHABITED 
HOUSE. 

Courtauld v. Legh, Ex., 17 W. R. 466. 


The Preseription Act (2 & 3 Will. 4, c. 71), s. 3, enacts 
that “ when the access and use of light to and for any 
dwelling house . . Shall have been actually enjoyed 
therewith for the full period of twenty years without 
interruption, the right thereto shall be deemed absolute 
and indefeasible.” The question in this case was 
whether a right to light and aircould be gained by mere 
enjoyment for an uninhabited house under this section. 

The plaintiff’s house had been built more than twenty 
years, und during that time there had been without 
interruption a flow of light and air to its windows, and 
the action was brought for the destruction of this light 
and air. 

If the house had been inhabited all this time no ques- 
tion could have arisen as the right to the light would 
clearly have been gained. The house, however, for a 
great portion of the earlier period of the twenty years, 
had not been inhabited, and it was contended that this 
prevented the acquisition of the right claimed by the 
plaintiff, inasmuch as it could not be said that the light 
had been “ actually enjoyed” with the building. 

The Court decided that the right had been acquired, 
and that no occupation of a house is necessary to fulfil 
the requirements of the statute. 

This is an important decision, although there could 
hardly have been much doubt even before this case that 
the law would be thus laid down. 

Before the Prescription Act the right to light, as to 
any other easement, could only be gained (in the absence 
of any contract) by prescription—that is, by en- 
joyment of the right from time immemorial or 
for such a time as would justify a jury in finding 
that the adjoining owner had granted the  ease- 
ment so enjoyed. On this principle the contention of 
the defendant in Courtauld v. Legh was not unreason- 
able. If the right to light depended upon the presump- 
* tion of a grant or licence from the adjoining owner, it 
might well be that no such presumption would arise in 
favour of an uninhabited house. 

The Prescription Act has, however, altogether altered 
the principle upon which the right to light may now be 
acquired, and it has been held in Zapling v. Jones (13 
W. R. 617) that the right to an ancient light “ now de- 
pends upon positive enactment, and does not require, 
and, therefore, ought not to be rested upon any pre- 
sumption of grant or fiction of licence from the adjoining 
owner.” This principle has been followed in Yates v. Jack 
(14 W. R. 618), which decided that if the passage of 
light through a window is enjoyed uninterruptedly for 
twenty years the owner of the building gains an inde- 
feasible right to the continued passage of the whole of 
such light, although, as a matter of fact, he never 
actually enjoyed or made use of the whole of such light 
—as, for instance, if he had always used screens inside 
to shade off the glare of the full light. 

The decision in Courtauld v. Legh naturally followed 
from the principles laid down in TZuapling v. Jones and 
Yates v. Jack, and although of practical importance as 
deciding a point which had not before actually arisen, it 
isonly so as an application of a well-established rule, 
not as a declaration of any new principle. 


STATUTE OF FRAUDS—EVIDENCE—QUANTUM MERUIT. 
Scarisbrook v, Parkinson, Ex., 17 W. R. 467. 

It was held in this case that an agreement which could 
not be enforced for want of a writing (under the Statute 
of Frauds) may yet be made use of as evidence in an 
action upon a grantum meruit, after the plaintiff has 
performed his part of the agreement. The plaintiff in 
Scarisbrook v. Parkinson agreed verbally to serve the 





defendant for three years for £60. After the plaintiff 
had performed the service the defendant refused to pay 
the money. The plaintiff could not, of course, revover 
on the agreement, as it was not in writing, but he sued 
the defendant upon a quantum meruit for remuneration 
for the services he had actually rendered to the defen- 
dant. The question was whether evidence of the verbal 
agreement was admissible to show what amount of re- 
muneration would be reasonable for the plaintiff. 

The defendant argued that toadmit such evidence would 
be contrary to the spirit of the Statute of Frauds, as its 
admission would cause the very evils which the statute was 
passed to prevent. The Court decided that the agree- 
ment was admissible as evidence of the value of the 
plaintiff’s services, although it could not be enforced as a 
contract. 

This evidence would not, of course, be in law conclu- 
sive, The jury would be entitled to act upon or to reject 
it as they might think fit if there were evidence on the 
other side to show the amount agreed to be given was 
not the real value of the services, which is what the 
plaintiff in such an action as this is entitled to recover. 
The case only decides that the evidence is admissible. 
The weight which should be attached to it must depend 
upon all the surrounding circumstances of the case. 


CONTEMPT OF COURT—COMMENTS IN NEWSPAPER ON 
MATTERS PENDING IN COURT—OFFICER OF COURT. 


In the Matter of the Belfast Election Petition, C.P. (Ir.), 
17 W. R. 333; In the Matter of the Youghal Election 
Petition, In re James Barry, an Attorney, C.P. (Ir), 
17 W. R. 707. 


It is a contempt of court to obstruct or to attempt to 
obstruct the due course of judicial proceedings, and the 
Superior Courts have power under their summary 
jurisdiction to punish such if it takes place before the 
Court or is properly brought before the Court. The only 
form in which a contempt of this sort is likely to he 
committed at the present day is by the publication in 
newspapers or otherwise of comments, reports, articles, 
&e., touching matters which are receiving judicial in- 
vestigation or by improper communications with the 
judges, juries, or others engaged in the case, It has 
been laid down in an old case that it “never has been 
nor can be denied that a publication not only with an 
obvious tendency, but with the design, to obstruct the 
course of justice is a very high contempt” (ZL parte 
Jones, 13 Ves. 237). 

Asa matter of fact, almost all cases brought before 
Courts of justice, and which have for any reason attracted 
public attention, are very freely commented upon and 
their merits discussed in the daily journals, even before 
any judicial decision has been given. The wayin which 
newspaper comments upon cases awaiting decision are 
allowed to pass unnoticed illustrates the tenderness with 
which the press is now regarded. Every now aad then 
an article in some paper exceeds the utmost limits of 
toleration, and then the contempt is recognised, and the 
publisher has to pay the costs of the application to the 
Court, which is usually the whole extent of his punish- 
ment. Generally, however, articles commenting on 
cases before a Court may be published with impunity. 

The right of a journalist to comment on the statements 
contained in an election petition before trial was raised 
in The Matter of the Belfast Election Petition. Several 
newspapers in Belfast, when the trial of the Belfass 
Election Petition was about to take place, had com. 
mented on the dona fides of the petition, pronounced 
it speculative, and imputed improper motives to the peti- 
tioners. 

The question was whether this was a contempt of 
Court. Two judges held that it was and two were of a 
contrary opinion. Morris, J., thought that there was a 
contempt, on the ground that “the rule of law a- to 
comments on election petitions is the same as the rule 
as to comments on a private suit; but I am free to con- 
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fess that the former class of comments should be re- 
garded with much less jealousy than the latter ;” but 
that, “allowing a liberal and expanded construction of 
the rule, the articles in question violated it.” Monahan, 
J., was of the same opinion, only he restricts the right of 
comment more narrowly. ‘A public journal has a per- 
fect right to discuss public questions, but not the merits 
or demerits of a case pending in a court of justice, how- 
ever public it may be.’ Lawson and Keogh, JJ., thought 
there was no contempt, as the articles “do not exceed the 
bounds of fair comment, and are not calculated to frus- 
trate the ends of justice, and that the motives of the 
petitioners are a proper subject for criticism.” 

This case might be cited to show the increasing liberty 
of expression that is allowed to the press, and it con- 
trasts in a most remarkable manner with the dealings of 
the same Court in Mr, Barry’s case (In the Matter 
of the Youghal Election Petition), which we noticed 
ante, p. 541. Mr. Barry, it will be remembered, was an 
attorney who, at a public meeting, made use of some 
strong expressions relating to the decision in the matter 
of the Youghal Election Petition in which he had been 
engaged as attorney. The speech was printed in the 
Cork Examiner the next day, and the Court of Common 
Pleas took notice of the speech so printed as a contempt 
of Court without its being in any way formally brought 
before them. They summoned Mr. Barry before them, 
and on his denying the correctness of the report of his 
speech in the Cork Examiner ordered him to state on 
affidavit what portion of the report he admitted to be 
correct. Mr. Barry refused to do this, on the ground that 
it might expose him to penal consequences, and the Court 
then ordered that he should show cause why he should 
not be declared guilty of misconduct and suspended from 
practising as an attorney. This order was finally dis- 
charged after hearing an argument for Mr. Barry. The 
whole of these proceedings were of the most unpre- 
cedented nature, and the Court appear to have considered 
themselves entitled to exercise over their officers a juris- 
diction at once vague and yet most extended. We have, 
however, before commented on this case, and we now 
only call attention to it again in connection with the 
decision of the same Court: upon a somewhat similar 
matter. 





BREACH OF CONTRACT—IMPOSSIBILITY OF PERFORM- 
ANCE—LIABILITY OF CONTRACTOR. 


Bailey v. De Crespigny, Q.B., 17 W. R. 494. 


There have been several cases of late years in which 
the liability for an unavoidable breach of contract has 
been discussed. The general rule is, that when there isa 
positive contract todo a lawful act the contractor must 
doit or pay damages for omitting to doit, although 
unavoidable accident may have rendered the perform- 
ance of the contract impossible. This rule has constantly 
been recognised, but many exceptions have been ad- 
mitted which modify very much its application. In 
Taylor v. Caldwell (11 W. R. 726), it was held where the 
lessor of a music hall did not give possession to the lessee 
in consequence of the destruction of the hall by acci- 
dental fire, that there was no breach of contract. In 
Hall v. Wright (8 W. R. 160), the question whether in 
an action for breach of promise of marriage the defen- 
dant could excuse himself for non-performance of his 
promise on account of the weakness of his health, caused 
a difference of opinion amongst the judges, but it was 
laid down that “all contracts for personal services which 
can be performed only in the life of the party contract- 
ing, are subject to the implied condition that he shall 
be alive to perform them ’’—that is, that such contracts 
are not absolute, and therefore a non-performance caused 
by death is not such a breach as to render the executors 
of the deceased liable for damages. 

This exception was also recognised in Yaylor v. Cald- 
well, and was the express ground of decision in Duast v. 
Firth (17 W. BR. 29). 








The principle established by “these cases thas been 
further illustrated, and perhaps somewhat extended, in 
Bailey v. De Crespigny, where it is said that “ there can 
be no doubt that a man may by an absolute contract 
bind himself to perform things which subsequently be- 
come impossible or to pay damages for their non-per- 
formance, and this construction is to be put upon an un- 
qualified undertaking where the event which causes the 
impossibility was or might have been anticipated and 
guarded against in the contract. . . . But where 
the covenant is of such a character that it cannot rea- 
sonably be supposed to have been in the contemplation 
of the parties when the contract was made, they will 
not be bound by general words, which, though large 
enough to include were not used with reference to the 
possibility of the particular contingency which afterwards 
happens.” 

The facts of the case were—the defendant covenanted 
with the plaintiff that neither he nor his assigns would 
build or permit to be built on a particular piece of land 
any except certain specified buildings, The action was 
for the breach of this covenant. The landin question 
had been compulsorily purchased from the defendant by 
a railway company under their statutory powers, and 
the company erected buildings not permitted by the 
covenant. The defendant could not have prevented the 
company from taking the lands or from erecting the 
buildings.” It was held, on the principle laid down in 
the passage above cited from the judgment, that the de- 
fendant was not liable, as the act complained of was not 
done by him, and as the company were not his “assigns” 
within the meaning of the covenant. 

This decision gave rise to a furtherand very important 
question—viz., whether a person in the position of the 
plaintiff, who is entitled to the performance of a bene- 
ficial covenant regarding the use of land which is sub- 
sequently acquired by acompany under statutory powers, 
can obtain compensation under the Lands Clauses Act. 
It is clear in a case like the present the covenantor does 
sustain damage, possibly great damage, from the acquisi- 
tion of the land by the company, and this decision shows 
that the covenantor is not liable to make compensation 
for such damage. The judgment, however, goes on to 
say that such a covenantee is not entitled to compensa- 
tion under the Lands Clauses Acts, but that the “ solu- 
tion of the case appears to be that the plaintiff is one of 
a numerous class of persons injured by the construction 
of a railway for whom the Legislature has not provided 
compensation, The remedy, if any, for this state of the 
law must be sought from the Legislature. 

The judgment is carefully prepared, and very properly 
decides not only the point expressly before the Court, 
but also the further question necessarily connected with 
the first one as to the right to compensation from the 
railway company. If as much care were always ex- 
pended upon the judgments of the Courts, we should 
not so often have to remark upon the many incon- 
veniences occasioned by carelessness in promulgating 
judge-made law. 


COURTS. 


COURT OF C1 CHANCERY. 
SrateMeNT or THE Numper or Causes, Peririons, xc., 
disposed of in Court in the week ending Thursday, 
June 10, 1869. 
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BAIL COURT. 
(Nisi Prius, before Hannen, J., and a Common Jury.) 
June 7.—Robinson v. Bayley.—The plaintiff was a 
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pawnbroker, and the defendant a solicitor of Westbrom- 
wich. ‘The plaintiff had been in the habit of em- 
ploying the defendant, and in August, 1868, having 
£200 which he wished to put out on mortgage, he 
applied to the defendant to find him a security. ‘The defen- 
dant said he had a security ready, and that the writings 
would be ready ina day or two. Plaintiff called two or 
three times, and the defendant put him off. On leaving the 
defendant’s office on the 24th of August the plaintiff met 
Skidmore, the managing clerk to Bayley, and Skidmore told 
him the writings would be ready the next morning, and 
Bayley had left word that he must bring the money the 
next morning. On the morning of the 24th of August the 
plaintiff went to Bayley’s office. Bayley was out, and 
Skidmore told him he must leave the money with him, and 
he should have the writings in a day or two. The plaintiff 
gave him the money, and had a receipt. ‘The plaintiff 
called at the office two or three times, but only saw Skid- 
more, who said he should have the writings in a few days. 
On the 3lst of August plaintiff called and saw Bayley, who 
told him if he would bring the money the deeds would be 
ready on the 3rd of September. ‘The plaintiff told him he had 
left the money there. Defendant asked him with whom he 
had left it. Plaintiff said he had given it to Skidmore. 
Defendant said Skidmore was gone out for a couple of days, 
but when he {returned it would be all right. On the 
1st of September defendant called on plaintiff and asked to 
look at Skidmore’s receipt. After looking at that, defen- 
dant said he feared Skidmore was a scamp, but he 
would make it all right, and defendant need not make 
himself uneasy. He afterwards saw defendant, who said 
he had been to Liverpool after Skidmore, but could not 
find him, but he would make it all right with plaintiff. 
The defendant afterwards made many appointments with 
plaintiff, but did not keep them. However, on one occa- 
gion the defendant said if plaintiff was afraid he would 
give him a promissory note, but plaintiff said he did 
not doubt Mr. Bayley’shonour. ‘The plaintiff then brought 
this action for the recovery of the £200. 

Huddleston, Q.C., and Beresford tor the plaintiff. 

Day, for the defendant, submitted that there was not evi- 
dence to justify the jury in giving the plaintiff a verdict. 
Ifa master held out his servant as being an agent for him 


to receive money, then he was responsible for the acts of his 


servant. But that must be in the ordinary course of 
business. A shopm:n was not to receive his master’s rent. 
The limit of liability in the present case had not been 
reached. ‘The plaintiff felt it was an unusual thing to 
leave the money without having the deed. Skidmore had 
no authority to receive this money. The plaintitf was aware 
of the usual practice of Mr. Bayley’s office, because he had 
had transactions of a similar kind with Mr. Bayley. Attor- 
neys’ clerks were never authorized to receive moneys to be 
placed out on mortgage, although they might be allowed 
to receive small sums for costs. ‘The defendant had always 
repudiated the idea of responsibility for the fraud of his 
clerk, 

The defendant stated that Skidmore was only a writing 
clerk at £1 a week. One of his duties was to receive smal! 
sums for costs. He had no authority to receive moneys to 
be placed out on mortgage. He had no authority to re- 
ceive this money. Never told the plaintiff he would make 
it all right. Had offered plaintiff to share the loss. ‘Took 
care not to make himself able. It was the practice in an 
attorney’s office in such a case to pay the principal, and not 
the clerk. 

Two other attorneys stated that it was not the practice 
for a clerk to receive moneys under such circumstances. 

Verdict for the plaintiff tor £200. 


APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. James Seweit Wuire, of the Bombay Bar, has been 
appointed by the Government of Bombay to act as Advo- 
cate-General of that Presidency, in the room of the Hon. 
L. H. Bayley, promotel to the Bench as a Judge of the 
High Court of Judicature. Mr. White was educated at 
Trinity College, Cambridge, and was called to the Bar at 
the Inner ‘Temple in April, 1852, soon after which he joined 
the Norfolk Circuit. He has been a member of the Bombay 
Bar for many years, where he attained the position of Legal 
Remembrancer to Government. In January, 1865, he was 
Nominated an additional member of the Legislative Council 





of Bombay. and became an ex officio member of the council 
in November, 1865, on being appointed to officiate as Advo- 
cate-General, on the death of Mr. A. J. Lewis. On that 
occasion he was not confirmed in the office. the Advocate- 
Generalship being given to Mr. Bayley, the newly-made 
judge, but it is now expected that Mr. White will receive 
the permanent appointment. He was a member of the 
Legislative Council of Bombay till 1867, since whica time 
he has continued to hold the office of Legal Nemem- 
brancer. 

Mr. THropore Turie, Barrister-at-Law, Registrar of 
the Court of Bankruptcy at Liverpool, has been appvinted, 
by the Lord Chancellor, to be Commissioner of Bankruptey 
for the Liverpool district, in the place of tue late Mr. 
Commissioner Perry. Mr. Thring was called to the bir at 
the Middle Temple in January, 1843, and was formerly a 
member of the Western Circuit, practising also at the 
Somerset Sessions. Mr. Thring’s appointment will not en- 
title him to compensation on the prospective abolition of the 
district courts of bankruptcy. 

Mr. Frevenrick Barrey, Barrister-at-Law, of the Western 
Circuit, has been appointed, by the Attorney-General. to be 
Counsel for the Mint prosecutions at the Bristol Sessions. 
Mr. Bailey was called to the bar at the Middle Temple in 
November, 1845, and practises on the Western Circuit, and 
at the Bath, Bristol, and Somersetshire Sessions. 

Mr. Herverr Joun WAKEMAN, solicitor, of Warminster, 
has been appointed clerk to the justices of the Warminster 
Division,in the place of Mr. J. C. Fussell, deceased. Mr. 
Wakeman was certificated in 1856, and is a partner in 


| the Warminster firm of Seagram & Wakeman. 


Mr. Witiram Georce Sovutuey-Iarrison, solicitor, of 
Folkestone, Kent, has been appointed Town Clerk of that 
borough, at a salary of £300 a-year, in succession to Mr. 
R. T. Brockman, who has resigned, after having heid the 
town clerkship of Folkestone for a period of forty years. 


| The only other candidate was Mr. John Hunter, the coroner 
| of Folkestone. 


Mr. Harrison was certificated in 1846, and 
has carried on business as junior partner with Mr. Brock- 


; man, the late town clerk, under the style of Brockman & 


Harrison. For several years he has acted as deputy town 
clerk of Folkestone, under Mr. Brockman. 

Mr. Tuomas Epen Hiron (Hancock & Hiren), solicitor, 
of Shipston-on-Stour, Worcestershire, has been appointed 
a commissioner for taking the acknowledgments of deeds by 
married women in and for the county of Gloucester. 





GENERAL CORRESPONDENCE. 


Leases AND Sares or Srrrtep Estates Act.—EQviTaBLE 
MortGaces ¢v. Eveerr. 

Sir,—In your journal of last Saturday how is the 
answer to No. 15 question in Conveyancing affected by the 
19 & 20 Vict. c. 20, permitting tenants for life to lease for 
twenty-one years, Kc. F 

Will any of your subscribers oblige me with an answer 
to the following question :— 

A. deposits a lease of premises with B. as security for 
money advanced, and signs the ordinary deposit agreement. 
C., an execution creditor, issues an e/egit, under which the 
sheriff seizes the premises. What are the rights of A.? 

June 7, 1869. A SUBSCRIBER. 


PARLIAMENT AND LEGISLATION. 


HOUSE OF LORDS. 

June 4.—The Religious Educational, &e., Societies Tacer- 
poration Bill passed through committee pro forma, to be re- 
printed with amendments proposed by Lord Romilly. 

June 8.—The Stanvaries Bul passed through committee. 

The Recorders’ Deputies Bit! (to enable recorders to ap- 
point deputies to try civil cases, as they already can in 
criminal matters) was read a second time. 

The Life Peerages Bill was considered, as amended in 
committee. The Earl of Malmesbury moved that the re- 
port be received that day three months. The amendment 
was negatived without a division. 

The Lands Clauses Consolidation Act Amendment Bill,— 
The Lords’ amendments to the Commons’ amendments on 
the Lords’ amendments were considered. 
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The Corrupt Boroughs.—The Lord Chancellor moved to 
join with the other House in addresses praying commissions 
in the following cases :— 

Bridgwater Election, and to substitute Mr. E. P. Price, 
Q.C., for Mr. W. Forsyth, Q.C; Dublin City Election, and to 
substitute Mr. W. O’C. Morris, Esq., for Mr. S. W. Flana- 
ghan: Norwich Election; Beverley Election; Sligo Borough 
Election ; Cashel Election. 

Lord Cairns proposed to except the case of the Dublin 
Election. Their Lordships could act only as empowered by 
the statute, and the statute empowered them to coneur in 
an address only when the judge had reported that corrupt 
practices had prevailed ‘‘ extensively.” In the Dublin case 


of £1,000 a-year, with a secretary. What was he doing ? 
He trusted that the leader of the House would give an an- 
swer to the several inquiries which he had put on the paper 
on that subject—viz., whether the revision of the statutes 
was considered to be completed to the 16 & 17 Vict.; whe- 
ther it was intended to revise and repeal useless enactments 


| subsequent to 16 & 17 Vict. to the current year during the 


present session; whether, in either of such cases, the publi- 
cation of the revised edition of the law was in course of 
being prepared for public use, and when it would be ready 
for publication; and whether it would be purchasable in a 


' complete set of volumes, or in separate volumes, and pur- 


the judge had reported that such practices prevailed ex- | 


teusively, not among the constituency, but among the free- 
men, who were but 2,700 in a constituency of 12,854. He 
thought their Lordships ought, as in the Clitheroe and 
Canterbury cases, in 1853, not to coneur in the address in 
this case. 

Lord Westbury and Lord Chelmsford supported the 
amendment. 

The Lord Chancellor said the report that corrupt practices 
lad extensively prevailed among a large class showed that 
they had existed ; but the argument on the other side 
really was that, because corrupt practices extensively pre- 
vailed only among the freemen, corrupt practices did not 
extensively prevail at all. Surely they did not exist the 
less because they were confined only to a class. If they 
existed in a particular street or in particular wards, and 
the judge said so, not wishing to affix a stigma on the rest 
of the city, would not such a report have justified a Royal 
Commission? In the Clitheroe case, the committee re- 
ported that treating extensively prevailed, treating not 
being an offence which, under the Act, would have justified 
the issue of the commission, and then in the motion for 
an address the words of the Act were adopted, and the 
words of the committee’s report were departed from. He 
would not, however, press the matter to a division. 

The motion in the Dvdblin case was then withdrawn, and 
the other motions agreed to. 

HOUSE OF COMMONS. 

June 4.—Payinent of Magistrates’ Clerics by Salaries. —My. 
Russell Gurney asked the Secretary of State for the Home 
Department whether it was the intention of the Government 
t» introduce a bill to render compulsory the payment of 
clerks to magistrates by salary. 

Mr. Bruce said that no lessthan thirty counties, exclusive of 
les, and a large nuinber of boroughs, had already availed 
themselves of the permission afforded by the existing law to 
remunerate the clerk to magistrates by salary instead of by 
tees. Considering that the permission had been so extensively 
taken advantage of, the Government did not think it neces- 
sary to introduce a bill upon the subject. He might, how- 
ever, add that he was personally greatly in favour of the 
change, and that the matter should receive due consideration. 

Statute Law LRevision.—Myr. Hadfield moved that the 
Royal Commissioners of 1833 and 1845, and the measures 
for the revision of the statute law, having occasioned an ex- 
pen.iture of £80,619 5s. 1d., and the results being unsatis- 
factory, it is in the opinion of this House expedient to dis- 
continue the present course of proceeding, and the 
expenditure consequent thereupon.” He complained that the 
commission, though very gostly, had done nothing. While 
in lrance for a tew francs, and in America for a few dollars. 
the laws of the country could be had, our statutes filled 
forty-six quarto volumes, closely printed, and averaging 
from 800 to 1,000 pages each. It was in a chaos like that 
that the laws of England were to be found, and when you 
wanted a statute it wasy very like seeking for a needle ina 
haystack. It might be said that the uncertainty of the law 
was a good thing for the profession; but that was not the 
opinion of the profession. There was no class of men who had 
done more to amend and revise the law, and he was satisfied, 
putting aside a sense of honour, that their own professional 
advancement would be promoted by its simplification. Let 
us begin over again. ‘The old Law Commissioners were 
worthless. The Attorney-General had shown no knowledge 
of the subject, andtaken no pains about it. The revision 
of our statute-book had taken thirty-six years, and had cost 
£*0,L00, which might as well have been thrown into the 
river. Instead of forty-six volumes, not more than one- 
eighth of the number would be actualiy necessary. There 
was only one gentleman engaged in the revision, at a salary 


tr 
va 


| state of our law was most disgraceful. 


chasable from time to time as each volume was published. 
Mr. Locke King would only remind the House that the 

The unwritten law 

was scattered over he did not know how many volumes of 


| reports, and the written law scattered over many thousand 


‘ would give thema “Code Victoria.” 


statutes. Those statutes used to occupy forty ponderous. 
volumes, but he believed the number was now more than. 
fifty. In 1833 a commission was appointed, consisting of 
men who were anxious to obtain salaries, but by no means 
anxious to do any work, and who went on for fifteen or 
sixteen years without producing a single result. At last 
the commission—which was a great job—dwindled down. 
to one commissioner—a notorious individual—with a secre- 
tary. ‘Then they had a lord chancellor who made a grand, 
speech on that subject, winding up with a promise that he 
Mr. Anstey and 
Mr. Rogers were employed, and actually set to work and 
prepared an expurgatory list, which he himself extorted 
from the commission, as the groundwork of anything 
else which might afterwards be done. But Mr. Anstey and 
Mr. Rogers were dismissed, really because they did too 


| much, and because if they continued their labours at the 


same speed the commission would not last, and the notorious. 


individual to whom he had referred would have lost his 
place. When Lord Bacon made his memorable complaint 
about the state of the statute law in the reign of James I., 
the statute law was comprised in one large folio volume,. 
the average number of public and general statutes then 
passed being six per annum; whereas they now passed 
about 100 such Acts every year. The statute-book should 
be expurgated of all useless matter and reprinted in a con- 
densed form. By that process the fifty volumes would pro- 
bably be reduced to ten; and then they might eliminate all 
the parts of statutes which had been repealed. In that way 
they would get a consolidation of the law, and after that 
they might proceed to do that which had been done in 
France. The French code was published every year for 
seventy-five centimes. He wished to obtain from the Prime 
Minister an assurance that the ground would be cleared in 
that manner by getting rid of the encumbrance of men who 
were professing to do something, and yet really did nothing, 
and that the work of consolidating the law would be vigor- 
ously pursued in the course of next autumn. They had now 
a Lord Chancellor whom they knew to be sincere, and also 
a most diligent law officer of the Crown sitting in that 
House. The cost of the work, which would be nothing like 
£80,000, would not be grudged, and the people of England 
would have, as they were entitled to have, the law of their 
country in their hands. 

Mr. Gladstone was hardly in a position to give a positive 
assurance for which they asked, that a new method of 
proceeding would be adopted, inasmuch as the Lord Chan- 


| cellor had not had an opportunity of considering the sub- 


ject. In July, 1868, Lord Cairns, in a letter to Sir J. G. S. 


Lefevre, stated that with the concurrence of the Lords Com- 
missioners of the Treasury he had determined that an edi- 
tion of the statutes should now be prepared and published,. 
“ containing, as faras may be, only such Acts as are in 
force.” His lordship then proposed to nominate a com- 


| mittee for making the necessary arrangements, and he might 


| here remark that there were not now in existence any come 





missioners for the expurgation or revision of the statutes. 
The choice certainly appeared to have been made with very 
great discretion ; viz. :—Sir Thomas Erskine May, K.C.B., 
Clerk Assistant of the House of Commons ; Mr. Rickards, 
Mr. Speaker's counsel; Mr. Thring, the Parliamentary 
counsel to the Home-office ; and Mr. Reilly, who was for 
some time engaged in the work of Statute Law Kevision. 
None of these gentlemen received any remuneration for the 
labour they gave in connexion with this work. Lord Cairns. 
added :— 

“‘Mr. Arthur John Wood, who had been engaged in that 
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‘work from its commencement to the present time, was to be 
the editor, subject to the superintendence of the committee.” 
Mr. Wood was a paid officer, and the Treasury were in com- 
munication with him with a view to fixing the period over 
which the work was to extend. That was the state of the 
case at present, as far as expenditure was concerned. With 
regard to the progress which had been made, the Act of 
1861 covered the period from 11 Geo. 3 to 16 & 17 Vict., 
and the revision for that period could not be said to be 
absolutely completed, because experience had shown that 
the process of revision by express repeal might be benefi- 
cially extended to some classes of useless statutes, as, for 
example, expired Acts. Except these the revision was com- 
lete as regards the period ending in 1861. Also a bill was 
in an advanced state of preparation for the completion of the 
revision from the close of the period embraced in the Act of 
1861 down to the present time. But it was not contem- 
plated that that bill should be passed in the present session, 
inasmuch as the exertions of these gentlemen were being 
still engaged on the revision of the earlier period before 
1861. The question of the preparation and publication of 
the revised edition of the statutes, with the requisite 
notes, was under the consideration of the Treasury, and the 
edition, he could not doubt, would be published, but the 
publication of an addition of the statutes with a large num- 
ber of copies distributed gratuitously involved considerable 
expense as well as considerable labour, and the Treasury had 
not yet come to an agreement with the committee as to the 
form and cost, which they, of course, desired to keep within 
moderate bounds. The first volume might probably, he 
understood, be published in the course of this year, as it 
had been already sent to press. The volumes would un- 
doubtedly be purchasable separately as published. There 
were two other works which it was considered would be very 
useful, and which were in preparation along with the 
expurgated edition of the statutes. The first was a 
chronological table describing the statutes of the earlier 
period, with a column showing whether they had been 
repealed, and, if so, by what Act. ‘I'he second work was 
an index to all statutes now in force digested under alpha- 
‘betical heads.” 
Mr. Hinde Palmer thought the House ought to receive a 


more positive assurance that some responsible minister 


would undertake to ascertain from time to time what 
progress was being made, and to report to Parliament at the 

‘ commencement of every session what had been done during 
the previous year. 

Mr. Ayrton said that the’ Government were fully alive to 
the importance of the subject, but their desire was that the 
work should not be undertaken until a clear arrangement 
had been arrived at to insure the publication of an expur- 
gated edition of the statutes within some definite period. 
They had been warned of the enormous sums that had been 
wasted in such attempts, and would, as fur as possible, 
ag into a definite contract to determine the whole opera- 
tion. 

The Attorney-General, in answer to Mr. Dowse, said 
that the process of expurgation and revision would, he 
believed, have reference to all the Imperial statutes since 
the Union. but not to the Irish statutes before it. 

‘ a division the motion {was lost, by a majority of 217 
0 64, 

June 7.—The Compound Householder.—The Assessed Rates 
Bill—Mr. Goschen moved the second reading. He ex- 
plained the amendments he had proposed since the intro- 
duction of the measure. In the first place, the Government 
proposed to reauthorise the practice of compounding by per- 
mitting agreements between owners and overseers for the 
payment of rates, in consideration of a definite commission 
to be paid to the owners. It was also proposed that owners 
should make themselves primarily responsible for the rates, 
80 that the collector might go to them in the first instance 
4nstead of to the occupiers. Another amendment authorised 
compounding in the case of tenants paying quarterly, pro- 
vided the houses occupied were under £10 in value if with- 
out the metropolitan area, and under £20 within it. These, 
the chief amendments he had placed upon the paper, would 
meet the objections to the bill as it originally stood—that 
it would meet the case of weekly tenants only, and that the 
25 per cent. would not give sufficient leverage to overseers 
to induce owners to compound. A further objection had 
deen raised that the bill did not offer sufficient inducements 
to the owner to make him undertake to pay, and this was 
anct by an amendment proposing that 25 per cent. should 








be paid only to those who took the responsibility of the rates 
entirely upon themselves. In this way the Government 
proposed to remedy the economic grievance arising from the 
abolition of compounding, which had turned out to be far 
greater than any one anticipated ; but they had been care- 
ful also to avoid the danger of partial disfranchisement, 
which the re-introduction of compounding under the exiss- 
ing state of the law of representation might involve. As 
soon as the overseers had no interest in placing the name 
of the occupier upon the rate-book omissions by the thousand 
would possibly occur; it was, therefore, not enough to say 
the name of the occupier should be placed on the rate-book, 
and that his right to the suffrage should not be affected by 
his landlord’s paying the rates. Machinery must be pro- 
vided for enforcing the action of the overseers in the matter. 
It might be safely estimated that three-fourths at 
least of the small occupiers would not come upon the 
register if no further provision were made. Tne 
Government, therefore, recommended three provisions— 
first, that the owner should be fined the commission he 
would otherwise get if he omitted to give 'a list of; the 
tenants he compounded for to the overseers ; second, that 
the overseers should be fined 40s. for each name omitted 
from the register; and ‘third, that the occupier should be 
allowed to claim his right before the revising barrister, and 
have his name placed upon the register, if these checks hal 
not proved sufficient. 

Mr. Corrance moved that the bill be read a second time 
that day three months. 

The second reading was agreed to, and the bill read a 
second time. 

The Representation of the People (1867) Act Amendment 
Bill.—Mr. Sheridan, appealed to by Mr. Gladstone, with- 
drew this bill. 

The Election Commissioners Expenses Bill was read a third 
time and passed. 

The Municipal Franchise Bill—On consideratioa as 
amended in committee. 

Mr. Jacob Bright, supported by Mr. Bruce, obtained the 


| addition of a clause conferring this franchise upon women. 


The Beerhouses, &c., Bill was read a third time and 
passed. 

June 8—The Painkruptey Bill—Clauses 29, 31, were 
agreed to. . 

Clause 82.—Mr. Morley proposed an amendment which 
would limit the preferential claim of landlords for rent due 
to six months’ arrears. He could not see why landlords 
should be in a better position than other creditors. More- 
over, the consequent practice of allowing rent to fall into 
long arrear was very prejudicial. 

The Attorney-General, as the bill could not be passed 
this session without submitting to compromise, would agree 
to the amendment ; and the amendment was agreed to. 

Clause 33.—Mr. Alderman Lawrence thought there 
should be a provision to the effect that when trustees 
came into possession of a bankrupt’s premises they should 
pay the rent which might accrue after the bankruptcy, 
though a full quarter might not have become due when 
they relinquished possession. ‘The Attorney-General would 
consider the matter for the report. The clause was then 
agreed to. 

Clauses 835—42 were agreed to. 

Clause 43 (certificate)—Mr. G. Gregory proposed, but 
withdrew, an amendment providing that debts carrying 
interest should bear interest, between petition and adjudi- 
cation, at their respective rates of interest, and all other 
debts at £4 per cent. The clause was then agreed to. 

Clauses 44, 45, were agreed to, 

Clause 46.—Mr. Rathbone proposed an amendment pro- 
viding that, instead of an order of discharge on paying 
ten shillings in the pound, the bankrupt should receive only 
an order of protection, not getting his discharge till he had 
paid twenty shillings in the pound. 

Mr. Samuda, Mr. Gilpin, the Lord-Advocate, Mr. Cave, 
and the Attorney-General opposed the amendment ; Mr. 
Barnett and Mr. Rylands supported it. Mr. Morley 
said all the chambers of commerce objected to a hard- 
and-fast line at 10s. The judge should have a dis- 
cretion. Mr. Jessel said the amendment would be a 
restoration of the old law and an assimilation to that of 
France, Belgium, Italy, and North Germany. Mr. Baring 
thought the amendment would not stop commercial gamb- 
ling, which limited liability had set going. Mr. Stavely 
Hill said there was really no hard-and-fast line at 10s.; the 
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creditors could take less, and the judge could refuse the dis- 
charge if the debtor had a reversion, Mr. Fowler thought 
the amendment too severe, as the existing law was too 
lenient. The amendment was withdcawn. 

Mr. Walpole proposed an amendment expowering the 
creditors to free the debtor from his liability, by passing 
a resolution declaring that his bankruptcy had not arisen 
from his own misconduct. The amendment was negatived 
by a majority of 96 to 63. 

An amendment by Mr. Whitwell, that for the purposes of 
the section bills and promissory notes should reckon only 
for the balance, after deducting sums paid by other obligors, 
was opposed by Mr. Jessel and withdrawn. The clause 
was then agreed to. 

Clause 47.—Mr. Morley proposed an amendment freeing 
the bankrupt from all liabilities incurred up to discharge ; 
sometimes he was liable for calls after discharge. 

Mr. Stavely Hill and the Attorney-General said clause 
29 was enough. As to shares, they would be sold under 
the bankruptcy, and so transferred. ‘The amendment was 
withdrawn. 

Mr. Rathbone obtained the addition of a proviso that the 
bankrupt should not be relieved from liability in respect of 
any debts the result of fraud. ‘The clause was then agreed 
to. 

Clause 48 was agreed to. 

Clause 49, on the motion of Mr. Anderson, was struck 
out, as affording too much indulgence to the bankrupt. 

Clauses 50, 52, were agreed to. 

In clause 53, sub-section 1 was struck out. Serjeant 
Simon proposed, but on the opposition of the Attorney- 
General withdrew an amendment providing that property 
acquired during the five years of protection should be avail- 
able for distribution. The term of five years in these clauses 
was altered to three, the clause was then agreed to, and pro- 
gress reported. 

The Marriage with « Deceased Wife's Sister Bill.—Com- 
mittee.—Mr. Collins moved an instruction to the committee 
that they have power to make a provision enabling a woman 
to marry her deceased husband’s brother. The debate was 
adjourned. 

June 9.—The Companies Clauses (1863) Aet Anendnent 
Dill was read a second time. 

The Municipal Frarchise Bill was vead a third time and 
passed, 

June 10.—Court of Prohete (District Registrar Clerks).— 
In reply to Mr, Monck, Mr. Ayrton said that the district 
registrar clerks of the Court of Probate are not civil ser- 
vants within the meaning of section 17 of the Act 22 Vict. 
e, 26. and do not comply with the conditions which would 
entitle them to be treated as civil servants fer the purpose 
of receiving superannuation. 

%nalhiex oi Undue Li fing pee and Bribe ry.—MMr. i Ss. 
Jiardy asked the Attorney-Genera] whether a candidate 
declared personally guilty of undue influence was subject 
to the same penalties and disqualifications as one con- 
victed of personal bribery; and, if not, whether it was the 
intention cf the Government to amend the law in that re- 
spect. 

‘he Solicitor-General said ¢ short inspection of the 17 & 
iS Vict. c. 102, the gdverning statute. would show that, 
except in respect of a difference in the penalties which may 
be recovered by action ftom persons supposed to have been 
guilty of undue influence and from persons supposed to have 
been guilty of bribery ; the Jaw was precisely the same in 
both “cases, the only difference being that, whereas 
actions may be browzht against both, and both, on being 
convicted, must pa¥- penalties, in the case of bribery the 
penalty is £100, and in the case of undue influence £50. 
He did not think that’ the difference between £100 and £50 
was one for which it was at all worth disturbing the present 
state ofthe law. . 

The Copyright (Pbriodicals) Bill was withdrawn. 

Special and Common Juries Law Amendinent.—A bill by 
Lord Enfield was réad a first time. 

High Constables Office Abolition. —A bill by Mr. Hunt was 
read a first time. 

The Site for the New Law Conrts,—Mr. Bentinck asked 
the Chancellor of the Exchequer whether the Royal Com- 
mission for the building of ghe new Courts of Justice had 
appuinted a committee to examine all the questions of 
measurement and cost; and, if so, whether the bill for 
acquiring the new site on the Thames Embankment 
would be delayed until the committee had reported ; and 
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whether the Honourable Society of Lincoln’s-inn had re- 
newed their offer made in 1860 to provide courts for the 
equity judges within the precincts of their inn, and upon 
what terms. 

The Chancellor of the Exchequer.—It is true the 
Royal Commission have appointed a committee. I 
cannot state the exact terms of the reference, but 
in substance it is that the committee shall inquire into 
the measurements of Mr. Street’s plan and also into 
those of the plan circulated among the members 
of the House by the Incorporated Law Society, and so 
severely called in question by Mr. Street. It was not ne- 
cessary that the progress of any measure through Parlia- 
ment should be delayed on account of the appointment 
of that committee. I cannot say that the Society of Lin- 
coln’s-inn has made a formal offer of the kind referred to; 
but something to that etfect was stated by Lord Justice 
Selwyn to the commissioners the other day, and no doubt 
he only said what he had a right to say. From what his 
lordship said, it appeared that the society were willing to 
renew the proposal if they thought it was likely to be 
accepted, 


FOREIGN TRIBUNALS & JURISPRUDENCE. 
AMERICA. 
Count or AprreAts, New York. 
Craig v. The Rochester City and Brighton Railroad Company. 
Where a person owns land, subject to the easement of « 
strect running over it, the laying of a public tramroad along 


| the street is an infringement of his rights and the imposition 
| of an additional burden upon him, entitling him to compensa- 


tion from the tranvoad company. 

Mirier, J.—The defendant in this action claims the right 
to construct a horse-railroad through the streets of the city, 
of Rochester, by virtue of the consent of the Common Council 
of said city, without making any compensation for damages 
to the owners of lots along the strect in which the road passes. 
The claim thus urged is based upon the ground that the 


, building of such a railroad is not an infringement upon the 


rights, or any injury to the interests, of the owners of the 
land adjoining, and that it is only a mode of exercising the 
public right of passage, with which they have parted ; and 
not such an additional or further appropriation as entitles 
them to pecuniary remuneration. 

I am inclined to think that the question involved in this 
ease has been substantially adjudicated by this Court in 
several cases, and that the principle has been definitely 
settled, that such a use of the land imposes an additional 


| burden upon the owner of the fee of the lands adjoining. 


Such is, no doubt, the rule as to railroads operated by steam 
power. 

In the old Supreme Court, in the case of The Trustees of 
the Presbyterian Society in. Waterloo v. The Aub, & Roch, 


| Ratlroad Company (3 Hill, 567), the doctrine was laid down, 


that the laying out of a highway gives the public a mere 
right of passage, with the powers and privileges incident to 
such right; that the owner of the soil is not thereby di- 
vested of his title to the land, and that a railroad company 
was bound to make compensation for constructing its road 
across the highway. (Sce also Fletcher v. The Auburn & 
Syracuse Railroad Company, 25 Wend. 462.) ‘The same 
principle was again more distinctly asserted in Williams v. 
N. ¥. C. Railroad Company (16 N. Y. 97), and it was held 
that an appropriation of a highway by a railroad company 
is the imposition of an additional burden upon, and the 
taking of the property of the owner of the fee, within the 
meaning of the constitutional provision, which forbids such 
taking without compensation, and that the company can 
derive no title by an act of the Legislature, or of any mu- 
nicipal authority, without the consent of the owner of the 
fee, or without the appraisal and payment of damages, in 
the mode prescribed by law. 

In the case last cited an action was brought to recover 
damages for running cars upon the railroad, and to restrain 
the defendant from enlarging upon and running over a 
public street in the city of Syracuse in front of the plaintiff's 
premises, and it presented the distinct question, whether the 
dedication of land to the use of the public as a highway 
precludes the owner of the fee, subject to the easement, 
from maintaining an action against a railroad company, 
which without any consent, or the appraisal of damages, 
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enters upon and occupies such highway with the track of 
the road; and it was decided that the action was main- 
tainable. 

‘he same principle here asserted has also been upheld by 
other adjudications “* this Court. In Davis v. The Mayor 
of New York (14 N. 506), which preceded the case of 
Williams v. N.Y. C. ie nad Company, the reasoning of the 
learned judge who delivered the opinion sustains the same 
views which were enunciated in the latter case. The same 
doctrine is also upheld by several reported cases, since 
decided by this Court. (See Mahon v. The N. Y.C. Railroad 
Company, 24 N. ¥.658 ; Carpenter v. The Oswego & Syracuse 
Railroad Company, id. 655 ; Wager v. The Troy Union Rail- 
youd Company 25 id. 526.) 

These cases must be considered as settling the question 
beyond peradventure, and conclusively, that the occupation 


steam, and in the ordin: wy manner in which such roads are 
constracted and carried on, is an appropriation of the high- 
way for a new and distinct purpose, entirely foreign from 
its original object, and which entitles the owner to compen- 
sation. ‘’he position cannot be controverted. An attempted 
distinction is, however, sought to be made between railroads 
operating by steam and those which are simply used by 
horses as a motive power, in the streets of populous cities ; 
and it is contended that the rule laid down is entirely inap- 
plicable to the latter class of railroads, which of late years 
have come into use, and which are increasing in numbers as 
the wants and necessities of large and populous communities 
demand more expeditious and more extended means for the 
transportation of passengers between the widely separated 
and distant portions of such communities. 

‘Lhe position thus taken is not entirely without authority 
to uphold it, and our attention has been called to several 
cases decided in the Supreme Court of this State, as well as 
to some decisions of the Courts in other States, which sus- 
tain the doctrine contended for by the defendants counsel. 
In WVager v. The Troy Union Railroad Company (supra), the 
learned judge who wrote the opinion refers to the distinction 
claimed to exist between railroads operated by steam and 
horse power in the following explicit terms: “ Witha 
single track, and particularly if the cars used upon it were 
propelled by horse power, the interruption of the public 
and of no 

But this 


casement in the street might be very trifling, 
practical consequence to the public at large. 
consideration cannot affect the question of right of property 


or of the increase of burden upon the soil. It would 
present simply a question of degree in respect to the en- 
largement of the easement, and would not affect the prin- 
ciple, that the use of a street for the purpose of a railroad, 
imposed upon it, is a new burden.” 

If these views can be considered as embodying the 
opinion of the Court in the case last cited, then they are 
entirely decisive of the question presented, and must be 
considered as controlling, and render any further inquiry 
entircly needless. But, as the distinct point which we are 
now considering was not presented, it may be well to look 
at the question, upon principle, in the light of the decisions 
applicable to railroads propelled by steam, to which I have 
adverted. 

The ground upon which these cases are decided is, that 
the use of the land for a railroad imposes an additional 
burden upon the owner of the fee. I am ata loss to see 
any apparent distinction in the application of the rule 
between cases where steam power is employed and those 
cases where the road is operated by horse power. It is true 
there is some difference in the manner in which the road is 
constructed, and in the speed with which the cars are pro- 
pelled, at times; but there is precisely the same exclusive 
appropriation of the track for the purposes intended in each 
case, to the absolute exclusion of all who may interfere with 
its mode of operation. The power to use the road for the 
conveyance of passengers is entirely with the company, and 
no person can interfere with that method of conveyance, or 
with the right of the eompany to enjoy its monopoly. 

As was held in Heganv. The Bighth Avenue Railroad Com- 
pany (15 N. Y. 880), the company has the exclusive right of 
the track while cars are passing, and all others must keep out 
of their way, and if a party is injured while they are pro- 
ceeding at a reasonable and lawful speed an action cannot 
be maintained against the company for the injury. This 
privilege of laying and using the track in such a manner 
confers upon the company a right to the use and enjoyment 
of the track which precludes other vehicles while the opera- 





| the public and the owner of the fee. 
and use of a street by a railroad company operating by | 


| is correct, then the s 





tions of the company in ‘the 1 use of the track demand their 
exclusion. Such a right is, I think, inconsistent with 
the nature of the easement acquired by the public. In 
Williams v. The N. Y. C. Railroad Company Selden, J., after 
statingthe distinction between thetwo uses to which the high- 
way is 3 applied by converting it into a railroad track, proceeds 
to argue, that by means thereof two easements are created, 

one vested in the public, which has been paid for, and the 
other in the company, and remarks: ‘‘ These easements are 
property, and that of the railroad company is valuable. 
How was it acquired? It has cost the company nothing. 

The theory must be that it is carved out and is a part of the 
public easement, and is therefore the gift of the public. 
This would do if it was given solely at “the expense of the 
public. But it is manifest that it is at the joint expense of 
Ought not the latter. 
There is much force, I 


then, to have been consulted ? 


| think, in these suggestions, and it is difficult to see how they 


can be answered satisfactorily and according to any well 
settled legal principle. Ifthe reasoning of the learned judge 
same rule is applicable to each class of 
railroads, the difference in the use being only in the degree. 
(25 N. Y. 533). 

The use of a railroad, no mattcr how it is operated, 
whether by horse or steam power, necessarily includes, to 
a certain extent, un exclusive occupation of a portion of the 
highway for the track of the road, and the running of its 
cars by the company, and a permanent occupation of the 
soil. It requires th it all parties shall stand aside, and make 
way for its progress. ‘This is clearly inconsistent with the 
legal object and design of a highway, whichis entirely open 
and free to all, for the purposes of locomotive travel and 
transportation. The enjoyment of the easement ina high- 
way never confers an exclusive right upon any one who 
may have occasion to use it, while the laying down of rails, 
and the employ ment of cars, is to the detriment and ex- 

clusion of all others at the time when the cars are running, 
and a restraint upon a free, undisturbed, and general public 
use. Itis an assertion of a right to the possession of the 
highway by the corporation, and an appropriation of it to 
private occupation, which, by lapse of time, might ripen 
into a right, and vest a title in the company. 

In The People v. Kerr, 27 N. Y. 188, the decision was put 
upon the ground that the fee of the street, as against the 
plaintiffs, was held by the corporation of New York city, 
and that the plaintiffs, other than the people, had no property 
in the land forming the bed of the street in front of their 
respective premises, to be protected by the constitutional 
limitatic on upon the right of eminent domain. 

The decisions of the Courts of other states, to which our 
attention has been directed, even if applicable, can have no 
weight it overthrowing the adjudic: ations of our own Courts, 
and do not therefore re quire examination. 

The principle decided in Benedict v. Goit (3 Barb. 459, 
and approved in 14 N. Y. 516,) that a highway does 
not cease to be such, for general purposes, by being 
converted into a turnpike or plank road, which 
has been invoked, does not sid the defendant. 


n the latter case the general right of the ic se 
| In the latt the ¢ l right of the public to use the 
| road remains unimpaired. 


The change effected is, that the 
general public, in consideration of the payment of certain 


| tolls, is relieved from the burden of keeping it in repair. 


Every citizen has the same right to travel over the turnpike 
or plank-road in his own conveyance, and the material used 
in making the latter is a mere improvement of the road, for 
the benefit of the whole public, without a special appropria- 
tion of any part or portion to the use of a particular class of 
carriages owned by the company, to the exclusion of others 
who may desire to use that portion at the same time, and, 
as must be conceded, at times to the obstruction and hin- 
drance of persons who may be travelling, if not to those 
whose lands are located on theline of the road. 


Mr. John Burrup, solicitor, honorary secretary and treasurer 
of the Gloucester Law Society, has been presented by the 
members of that body with a purse of £100, as a token of appre- 
ciation of his services. 

The Benchers of the Hon. Society of the Inner Temple have 
resented their ts alented and respected organist (Edward J. 
Hopkins, F Esq.) with a cheque for fifty guineas, in recognition of 
his valuable services during the long period of twenty-six years. 
Woe are informed that this very courteous act was communi- 
cated in the most handsome terms.—ALusical Standard. 
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OBITUARY. 


MR. J. H. CHURCH. 


The death of Mr. John Henry Church, solicitor, and late 
borough coroner of Colchester, took place on the 3rd June, 
at the age of seventy-two years. He had been in practice 
as a solicitor at Colchester for upwards of forty years, and 
‘was a member of the Corporation of that town for upwards 
of twenty years. He was secretary to the Colchester and 
Wyvenhoe Association for the protection of property and 
prosecution of felons, clerk to the Wyvenhoe Burial Board 
since its establishment, and vestry clerk of that parish for 


twenty-eight years. In conjunction with his son, Mr. ; 


Adolphus Edgar Church, the deceased gentleman held the 
joint .solicitorship to the Colchester Equitable Life 
Assurance Scciety. He was originally churchwarden of the 
parish of St. James, Colchester, and afterwards of St. Mary- 
at-the-Walls, and was active in election matters, and at the 
registration courts, being considered an authority on the 
law of those subjects. In February last Mr. Church resigned 
the borough coronorship of Colchester, which he had held 
for many years, and was succeeded by his son, Mr. A. E. 
‘Church, solicitor. 


MR. R. E. SMITH. 

Mr. Robert Edwin Smith, of the firm of Smith, Fawdon, 
-& Low, solicitors, of Bread-street, Cheapside, expired at his 
residence, Hyde-vale, Blackheath, on the 26th May, in the 
forty-eighth year of his age. He was certificated in 
Michaelmas Term, 1844, and was formerly in partnership 
with Messrs. George Lawrence and J. T. Fawdon, the firm 
being carried on under the style of Lawrence, Smith & 
Fawdon. 








SOCIETIES AND INSTITUTIONS. 


SOLICITORS’ BENEVOLENT ASSOCIATION. 

The ninth anniversary festival of this society was held on 
Wednesday evening, at Willis’s Rooms, under the presi- 
dency of the Right Hou. the Lord Justice Selwyn, sup- 
ported by W. Forsyth, Esq., Q.C.; E. P. Price, Esq., Q.C.; 
Hon. George Denman, Q.C., M.P.; Sir R. Baggallay, Q.C.; 
Joshua Williams, Esq., Q.C.; F. Roxburgh, Esq., Q.C.; Mr. 
Serjeant Ballantine; Mr. Serjeant O’Brien; Mr. Serjeant 
Sleigh ; L. B. Clarence, Esq.; G. Miller, Esq.; Mr. Secon- 
dary Potter; The Rev. Canon Joseph; Major Ellis, Royal 
Marines ; Holder Ravenshaw, Esq.; Desmond McCarthy; 
Esq.; Henry T. Young, Esq., Solicitor, London; Thos. 
Harrison, Esq, Solicitor, London; J. S. Torr, Esgq., 
Solicitor, London ; Sydney Gedge, Esq., Solicitor, London ; 
Wn. Evans, Esq., Solicitor, Birmingham; G. Brindley 
Acworth, Esq., Sclicitor, Rochester (and party} ; E. Benham, 
Esq., Solicitor, London; W. B. Gates, Esq., Solicitor, 
Northampton (and party); K. H. Fryer, Esq., Solicitor, 
Gloucester (and friend); E. Hedger, Esq., Solicitor, Lon- 
don; Sidney Smith, Esq., Solicitor, London ; Wm. Yewd, 
Esq., Solicitor, London; R. B. Lowndes, Esq., Sclicitor, 
London (and party); F. H. Hallett, Esq., Solicitor, Ash- 
ford; W. Furley, Esq., Solicitor, Canterbury; J. B. 
Monckton, Esq., Solicitor, London ; W. H. Rowland, Esq., 
Solicitor, Croydon (and party); H. Kimber, Esq., Solicitor, 
London; and others. 

Toastmaster, Mr. Goodchild. Musical arrangements 
under the direction of Herr Wilhelm Ganz. 

The customary loyal and patriotic toasts having been duly 
honoured, Mr. Roxburgh, Q.C., responding for the Volun- 
teers. 

Mr. Price, Q.C., in proposing “ Her Majesty’s Judges,” 
said, at the present time we were living when some of our 
most time-honoured institutions were on their trial, and 
‘some it was supposed would be wanting when the balance 
was struck. But he was quite sure none desired to see any 
alteration in the constitution of the judicial bench. It 
could not be wished that the judges should be the objects of 
popular election, as they were in some other countries; be- 
cause whilst there was perfect freedom of choice with the 
Government, they knew that choice must go hand in hand 
with intelligent public opinion, and the judges, when once 
appointed, could discharge their function wholly independent 
of Government on the one hand and popular applause on the 
other. Under these circumstances the judges of Britain 
held deservedly a position vastly superior to those of any 


} other nation. He conceived there was an apt fitness in asso 
{ ciating with the toast the name of Denman. 

The Hon. G. Denman, Q.C., M.P., responded, observing 
that few persons probabiy sufficiently considered the qualities 
that were needed for a judge. He should be a man of tem- 
per, patience, learning, and unwearied diligence, and one 
whom all classes could regard as a man of honour and a 
gentleman. Those on the judicial bench were such men; 
and of this the solicitors were well aware. Not being 
himself a judge he might dilate on these things; and were 
he a judge he should feel proud of the reception which the 
toast had met with. 

Mr. Sypnry Gepee, M.A., proposed “The Bar.” He said 
he had read the observations made by Justice Hannen at the 
last anniversary festival of the Association, upon the subject 
of the amalgamation of the two branches of the profession. 
He (Mr. Gedge) believed it much better for the interests of 
the general public that the two branches should be kept 
quite distinct. It was best that those who argued the 
case should see as little as possible of the litigants. But 
he should like to see the Inns of Court taking the 
lead in a movement having for its object the estab- 
lishment of a legal university ; so that members of both 
branches of the profession might together take honours, and 
afterwards select the branch of the profession to which they 
would belong. Having made a graceful allusion to Sir 
Roundell Palmer’s relinquishment of distinction on account 
of a conscientious scruple, he coupled with the toast the 
name of Mr. Forsyth, Q.C., as the author of the “ Life of 
Cicero.” 

Mr. Forsytu, Q.C., responded, remarking that some per- 
sons held the opinion that counsel should busy themselves 
only with dry law, and leave the paths of literature to others. 
That Justinian’s were the only “ novels”’ they should read; 
and that they should copy—in short—the learned gentle- 
man, who, when asked it he had read *“ The Sorrows of 
Werter” said “no, but he was well acquainted with ‘ Gil- 
bert on Distress’ which he supposed was just as good.” 
But if barristers were sometimes guilty in this respect, so 
were solicitors; and he need only refer, amongst others, to 
Mr. Sharon Turner, the author of the best history of Saxon 
times. He knew that in some assemblies it was easy to exag- 
gerate, and all would be readily swallowed where omne iguotum 
pro magnifico. But in such an assembly it would be like 
carrying owls to Athens or coals to Newcastle to say any- 
thing in praise of the Bar. The solicitors knew its weakest 
and strongest points. Without solicitors the Bar could not 
exist, and it was to be hoped that favour would always wait 
upon merit. If failure, however, was the result, the unsuc- 
cessful should remember the lines— 

‘**'Tis not in mortals to command success ; 
But I’ll do more, Sempronius— 
T’ll deserve it.” 

He believed the relations between the Bar and solicitors 
were of the most satisfactory kind. He had recently travelled 
in the United States, and was by no means in favour of the 
system which prevailed there. One argument we urged in 
favour of amalgamation was that solicitors were shut out 
from the prizes of the Bar. But this was an error, because 
those prizes were open to all. He did hope, however, the 
time was not far distant when solicitors and barristers would 
be able to worship together in a temple of justice worthy of 
the profession. He was of opinion that sufficient time had 
been occupied in the battle of the sites. It was a curious 
fact that the Anglo-Saxon races, distinguished for their 
reverence and respect for the law, had hitherto placed the 
goddess Themis in the most objectionable hovels. The 
deformities of Guildhall, Lincoln’s-inn, and Westminster, 
when contrasted with the provincial towns of France, were 
a reproach to the nation. 

The Right Hon. Cxarrman then said :—Gentlemen, 
in rising to propose to yon the next toast, tho “ Solicitors 
Benevolent Association, and may prosperity attend it,” I 
find I have to encounter two difficulties. The first is one 
as to which every lawyer will sympathise with me, namely, 
the difficulty of having too good a case. The second, which 
is scarcely less formidable, is that of having to advocate that 
case in the presence of a meeting, every member of which is 
more competent to deal with the subject than I can pretend 
to be. From what we have heard to night from Mr. Gedge, 
I cannot help thinking that my last predecessor in this 
honourable post must have felt himself almost overwhelmed 
by some such difficulty as that to which I have made re- 
ference ; because he seems to have taken refuge in discussing 





the question of the amalgamation of the two branches of 
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the profession. There are so many societies for the improve- 
ment of the law, and everything connected with it, that I 
think we may safely relegate to those very energetic and 
excellent associations the discussing of any such question. 
The only amalgamation which I shall suggest is that which 
has been successfully carried into effect this evening, 
namely, an amalgamation of all ranks and classes of the 
profession in carrying into effect the objects of a society so 
useful as this. ‘The first thing we have to encounter is the 
necessity for an institution such as that we are met to 
support. Upon that subject I feel you are much more 
competent to form an opinion than I. I may say, however, 
that I have had two kinds of experience ; the one nega- 
tive, and the other positive. What I venture to call 
negative experience, is that in aid of which I would call 
as the witnesses the members of the bar now present. I 
would ask them to call to mind the many claims which are 
constantly made upon them to relieve the necessities 
of other members and families of members of the bar, who 
by illness or unavoidable accident have been reduced toa 
state cf destitution. Such claims are constantly made upon 
each and all of us. ‘They ure frequently urged by persons 
wholly unauthorised, with excessive importunity ; and it is 
difficult in many cases to ascertain what has been done 
before, and what needs doing. How much we continually 
feel the want of an organised and responsible body to whom 
contributions may be confided? I believe no member of 
the bar has not felt the need amongst ourselves of such an 
institution as this. That is what I call my negative expe- 
rience. I have also positive experience in relation to 
another learned profession. Having many years had the 
honour of being a governor of the Corporation of the Sons 
of the Clergy, I have seen the advantage of a body such as 
this, actively engaged in ministering to wants such as those 
which this association relieves. The reports submitted to 
the governors of that body I have mentioned would disclose 
tales of suffering, of woe, and of privation amongst members 
of that sacred profession and their families such as scarcely 
to be credible. Solicitors are not exempt from the common 
misfortunes of mankind, On the contrary, there are 
attached to our profession more than ordinary casualties. 
But this society steps in and endeavours to bring allevia-~ 
tion by the double action of a benefit society and charitable 
instituticn. I think nothing further is required to prove 
the expediency and necessity of such a society, and we have 
only to consider whether, being established, the association 
adequately supplies the felt want. Although this is but a 
young society, which has existed but eleven years, I think 
we may safely appeal to the experience of those eleven years 
as regards what has been done. [ am glad to find that 
that odious practice of giving its subscribers personal vctes 
and power in the administration of its affairs is banished from 
this institution, except in the election of its officers. I think 
there is nothing more absurd and odious than that sort of 
canvassing which goes forward in nine out of ten of our 
charities; canvassing as corrupt as the worst of any 
of our elections, and all in the name and under the guise of 
charity. ‘This society gives a fair share of representation 
to the solicitors of London and the provinces ; and has en- 
trusted to a responsible body of men the duty of ascertaining 
who are proper objects of bounty. I believe that on the 
acts of that body, on the fairness and justice of their adminis- 
tration, the breath of suspicion has never passed. I think 
we may say that the affairs of this association have, during 
the past eleven years, been most prudently and economically 
administered. It may be that they have not gone quite as 
fast as some other societies; but they have gone on in the 
path of prudence, and not of ruin. By a careful administra- 
tion they have gradually accumulated funds; and in the 
course of eleven years have raised the invested capital to a 
sum of £15,800. Remembering what we have seen of the 
work of so many societies, it is satisfactory to find there has 
been a constant and gradual progress. I would venture to 
make one remark. In all these societies the expenses of 
administration are not inconsiderable when contrasted with 
the sum actually expended for the purposes and objects of 
the association. One practical subject that ought to be taken 
into consideration is how that proportion may be rendered 
more favourable by a diminution of expenses. I speak 
under great difficulty, and with very imperfect means of 
knowledge. But I find there are two societies existing in 
the same branch of the profession having the same object, 
with separate staffs, separate secretaries, separate organiza- 
tion, and separate expenses. I cannot help thinking it 





would be wise to make an attempt to amalgamate the two 
societies. The Law Association I have no doubt, is a very 
excellent society, and it has had a longer existence. It was 
founded for the purpose of assisting the widows and families 
of solicitors in the metropolis and its vicinity. It is becoming 
daily more difficult to determine what is the metropolis, 
because London has long been going out of town, and the 
conntry has every day been coming into London. What is 
the metropolis and its vicinity I should be sorry to 
be called upon to define. Therefore, I cannot help think- 
ing that some means might be devised by which the two 
societies could be united with one staff and one set of ex- 
penses, for the mutual benefit of both. It may be presump- 
tuous in me to throw out this hint, but one apology I may 
offer is that long before I knew even of the existence of 
this society I was an advocate of such amalgamation. I 
have always considered that, in the cases of all our large 
charities that is a great waste in administration expendi— 
ture, and I have constantly advocated the establishment of 
a species of clearing house; so that persons might go to one 
place and pay their subscriptions to all the societies to 
which they belong. But whether there be one society or 
two societies, if we are satisfied, as we must be, that there 
is need for such an institution, let us unite to lend our aid. 
The early struggles which we all remember have led us to 
the conclusion that such an institution is eminently de- 
sirable, which enables a man, by subscribing a small sum, to 
secure to himself and his family assistance in the day of 
need. Iam told that at the present time there is a melan- 
choly instance of the want of such a society. An active 
member of it, who joined it under cirenmstances which 
rendered it most unlikely that he or any of his family 
would ever be objects of its bounty, has been suddenly 
called away under such circumstances that his widow is 
dependent on the resources of the association. But it re- 
quires no such instance to prove, because we all know 
it, that such associations are a primary necessity. That 
being so, and this society having been for eleven years pru- 
dently, honestly, and fairly administered, can we hesitate 
to render it all our support? The onlv remaining ques- 
tion is, how can that support be most efficiently afforded ? 
I say again, by the cordial co-operation of all branches of the 
profession, speaking as the only judge present (though I 
am surrounded by many future judges), I may say the judges. 
have done their part, for they have at least supplied you with 
chairmen at your annual gatherings. 1 believe the mem- 
bers of the bar have done their part, for they have at all 
times been willing to come forward and advocate the cause 
of the association. In estimating the amount of their 
contributions to your funds, it is only just that you should 
bear in mind the many calls which are constantly made 
upon them, of which, because they have no similar associa- 
tion, there is no record. The solicitors, to a considerable 
extent, have done their part also. But I am astonished to 
find that, even at the preseut day, there are upwards of eight 
thousand solicitors not members of your body. We are 
driven to look for the cause of this abstinence from taking 
part in such good work. It cannot be attributed to any 
want of intelligence, still less to any lack of benevolence. 
It must simply be owing to a cause to which I can bear 
witness, namely, ignorance of the existence of this society. 
I may tell you that until Lord Cairns, who was then Lord 
Chancellor, asked me last year to fill his place as president at 
your anniversary, I was entirely ignorant that there was 
such an association. It is very probable I may have 
received circulars and cast my eyes over advertisements. 
But any one who happens to have his name enrolled in the 
blue books, red books, and books of other colours, must 
know it is his lot to be overwhelmed with such a constant 
tide of circulars that his only safeguard lies in the waste 
aper basket. Therefore, I say itis useless for an association 
ike this to depend upon circulars or advertisements. It is in 
the active exertions of its members and friends, in which I 
include the judges and bar, that the remedy for the evil is 
to be found. All must take partin urging others to become 
members of a society so beneficial to the profession at large. 
This is a good work in which we can all join. Let each of 
us take his part in it, and then the society which has 
hitherto prospered will go on to greatly increased success. 
Mr. ErrFs, the secretary, having read a long list of new 
members, announced that the contributions reached the 
aggregate of £600. 
fr. H. T. Younc proposed, ‘The Chairman.” After a 
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graceful allusion to his Lordship, he ‘said, looking to 
threatened changes, he knew not whether Lord Justice 
Selwyn might figure in the list of antediluvian equity judges ; 


but probably there would be no such fusion of law and 


equity as was talked of. The duties of a judge were al- 
ready sufficiently onerous. They knew the ponderous 
volumes which stood like the Forty Thieves of legal times 
and patience ; and were informed that some Morgiana was 
concocting a potion to fuse the statutes into smaller shape. 
From the time which had already been occupied he was 
afraid the Arabian handmaid had been repeating the North- 
ern incantation, and crying, “ Mingle, mingle, mingle ye 
that mingle may,” but had found the ingredients would not 
blend. He hoped to see law and equity remain as they 
were, and concluded by acknowledging the obligation which 
the association was under to the judges who presided at 
their anniversaries. 

The Right Hon. Cuairman in responding said, that 
Baron Bramwell had once told him he was not one of the 
judges of the land, to which he had replied that in that case 
he must be one of the judges of the water, since he was a 
judge as umpire on the Thames before any of the present 
judges attained the bench. Putting aside the question 
whether they were to be ovewhelmed by the ocean of change, 
he hoped her Majesty’s judges would always be willing to 
promote the objects of such institutions as the Solicitors’ 
Benevolent Association. 

Sir R. Baccauuay, Q.C., proposed the toast of ‘* The 
Directors, Auditors, and Stewards,” which he characterised 
as a tria juncta in wo. 

Mr. Tuos. Harrison, on behalf of the directors, res- 
ponded, saying he approved of the Chairman’s suggestion as 
to an amalgamation of the two societies; but should dis- 
approve an amalgamation of the two branches of the pro- 
fession. 

Mr. Ditton Wess, for the stewards, acknowledged, and 

Mr. E. Benuam, having proposed the ‘‘ visitors,” to which 

Mr. Josuva WILLIAMs, Q.C., responded, and the guests 
shortly afterwards departed. 








LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 


CANDIDATES WHO PASSED THE FINAL EX- 
AMINATION. 


Trinity Term, 1869. 
Name of Candidate. To whom Articled, Assigned, &c¢ 


Angel, Edmund Grey ...... Paul & James. 

Apple ton; WrliaMm.......s000.s Andrew T. Squarey ; Henry 
C. Duncan. 

Askey, Frederick Day........ - John Wintringham. 

Baines, Arthur Edward ...... Alfred Billson; John Allen 
Redhead. 

Barker, Reginald Hawks- 

WORE 55h ccisosscspacncesdbecns Henry Barker. 


Barnett, Francis Gilmore ... 
Bateson, Andrew Malcolm... 


William H. Clarke. 
John Fisher. 


Battishill, William John, 
re Sabie ae aeeve James Pitts. 
Beddoe, Win.........10s0eseees. Isaac D. Rees. 
Bill, FPOWELIC ....ss00sss0008000 William Henry Duignan. 
Birch, Frank .. e+. George Birch. 
‘Bone, Edward Ww Diam we Allan B. Bone & Son; 


Thomas William Denby. 
George Bradley. 
William Powell Hooper. 


Bradley, Geo., jun. . 
Bradstock, John Samuel 


Brettell, Henry Cartwright John Neve; John S. Rutter. 
Brier, John Frederick......... Christopher C. Foottit. 
3rooke, Frederick ............ Zachary Brooke. 


3rooks, Christopher Abbott 
Burbury, Thomas Winter... 


Frederick 'T. Tasker. 
Thomas P. Burbury ; Frede- 
ric W. Ponton; William 
, M. Tayler. 
Burrill, Charles James ...... Henry Thomas Robinson. 
Butter worth, Charles Henry, 
_ 2D ER ay eer ent nn Henry Abbot. 
Charles A. Swinburne; 
Henry William Parker. 
Robert Bygott. 
Benjamin John B. Fowler. 


Bygott, Edward ........:cscce. 
Chabot, Clement .......... 


Cheese, Edmund Hail......... Arthur Cheese. 

Cheeseman, William ......... Montague 8. Blaker. 

Child, Charles Morgan ...... Thomas Lam), sen. ; Thomas 
Lamb. 





Names of Candidates. 
Childs, Borlase 
Cleverton, Charles Edward 
Clough, Thomas Hedd ...... 


Clulow, Charles Arthur...... 
Cockcroft, William...... maak 


Comins, Thomas Melhuish, 
MUTT. Svcs coseancservede storm ac’ 


Cooke, George Dowlman ... 


Copinger, Maurice Charles 


Crisp, Frank ........ Gedevdedes 


Crowder, William Henry ... 
Davidson, James Henry..... 
Davies, Benn. ..c.ccecoseccsce se 
Davies, George .....ce00- seers 
Downie, Alexander [rancis 

NERCKONTIO , ccccsanedvsascese 
Dowse, Francis 
Don; SOND Acces seoervecinns cts 


Dutton, James... «0-05.05... 
Dyer, Joseph Horton......... 


Eastham, Wm 
Eggar, Thomas .........000... 


Elsdon, William Brewis...... 


English, Alban Milburn ... 
Farquharson, Arthur Theo- 

dore 
Flint, Abraham John ......... 


Foster, William Edward 
Fox, Wilson Lloyd............ 
Funston, James ..............+ 
Garstang. Robert Blakledge 
Gilbert, Edwin Philip...... 


Godfray, Hugh Charles, B.A. 


Goldring, Thomas Wallace 
Goulds Thomas... ...s0s.ces0s00 
Gray, Frederic John ......... 


Grundy, T'rederick ............ 
Guillaume, lrederick ......... 
Harding, Neat Corp ......... 
Hardwicke, Walter Edward 
WP ORTEMY » 53 iiedsaiocaceaeeseceGae 
Harlow, Joseph Johnson 
Hartcup, Herbert James 
Hawkin, Frederick Thomas 
Heaton, Robert 
Heritage, John Wilson ...... 
Hett, Francis Crowder ...... 
Hewison, I’rederick 
Hope, Herford Edwin ...... 
Hudson, Henry ......... mesa 
Ilbert, Willoughby ........... 
Ingram, James Crofts, B. i 
Jackson, Henry James ...... 
Jenkins, Robert Rice .. é 
Jones, I'rancis William ..... 
Jones, John Roberts ......... 
Jones, ‘Thomas Alley, jun. ... 
Jones, Thomas Parry ......... 
Julian, William: ...:...<0<00600 
Kennedy, Charles 


To whom Articled, Assigned, &c. 


Christopher Childs, 

George Frederic Jacxson. 

Arthur T. Rober ts; Alfred 
Thomas Keene. 

John B. Ingle. 

Abraham G. Eastwood ; 
William Janeway. 


Thomas 
sen. 
Charles, Henry Murr ; Miles 
C. Bellamy. 

Edmund Lewis Hooper; 
George Alexander James ; 
Robert John Macarthur. 


Melhuish Comins, 


William Henry Ashurst ; 
F. Knight; Thomas M, 
Harvey. 


George Augustus Crowder. 
Septimus Davidson. 
James P. Davies; Alfred A. 
Pollock. 
John Morris. 
Thomas Parr; 
Searle Parker. 
Gen ‘ge Walker. 
Tinlay Knight ; 


Trederick 


Thomas M. 


Harvey 
Arthur Bailey. 
Charles Stringer; Thomas 


G. Woollacott. 

John Eastham. 

William J. Hollest ; Charles 
Edward Lewis. 

George Brewis ; 
Youll. 

Alban H. English. 


John G. 


Robert Bickerton Pooley. 

William Small; Samuel 
Leech. 

Edward George Ayliff. 

Tobias H. Tilly ; H. ‘Tilly. 

Henry Webster ; George EL 
East. 

Richard Heaton. 


Frederick William P. Cle- 
verton. 

Ebenezer Foster; P. S. 
Knowles. 


Thomas L. Goldring. 

William Barnes Tarrant. 

William Grange; Edward 
Byrne. 

Charles Grundy. 

Edward Guillaume. 

Henry Brittan. 


Samuel Danks. 

Thomas Goater. 

William Hartcup. 

Henry Edmund Watson. 

James J. Thornley. 

Frederick Heritage. 

John Hett; I". M. Russell. 

Edward Banner. 

William Orford. 

George Fry. 

James John G. Borlase. 

James Ingram. 

Henry Hall, jun. 

Henry Jenkins. 

Anthony Gilbert Jones. 

Wm. Williams. 

Thos. Alley Jones. 

Llewelyn Adams, 

George Eaton. 

Edward Henry Collis. 

Fras. Dobson Lowndes. 

Thos Toulmin; Wm. Car- 
ruthers. 

Alex. Henry Clarke. 

James Rogers. 
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Name of Candidate. 
Leeming, Charles mary aia 
Letts, Charles sabia Fx hemadabisis 
Lewis, Davis Robert 
Lloyd, Henry Harman ...... 
Lloyd, Robert Owen 
Lockhart, Lewis Chalmers... 
Lovibond, George 
Lycett, Henry ....... Ret gasiaists 
Martin, Henry ..... ar vecameupees 


Mellor, Edward Daniel, B.A. 
Mellor, George James ; 


Micklethwait, William 
Mitchell, William George 
Carter 
Moore, Edward Thomas 
Moore, James Wharton...... 
Moss, John Miles, B.A....... 
Murly, John Frederick 
Musgrave, John Raven 
Newey, Edwin Cotterill 
Newton, Frederick Hawkin 
Oblein, John 
Ollard, Sidney 


Palmer, Charles William ... 
Payne, William Griffin. 
Pearless, Reginald Wilson.. 
Pearson, Benjamin Clater.. 


Pennethorne, Frank James 
Petch, Richard...............006 
Peter, CHArIGS.. ..00.0....000ese 
Pugh, Oliver Vaughan 


Read, John Alexander ..... 
Rodway, George Wood Bar- 


Rooper, Maximilian George 
Russell, Arthur aisaee 
Ryley, James 

Sadler, Augustus Charles esi 


Salmon, William Henry 
CAMDEN «ccs .ccsscseedsesseses 

Sampson, Joseph............... 

Shaw, David Allison 

Shenton, William 

Sherrard, George Clifton ... 

Siddall, Thomas Mortemer... 


Smith, Samuel Bilton 

Smith, Spencer Marsh 

Smy th, Benjamin 

Syms, Frederick Richard .., 
Tanner, William Burbridge 
Tattersall, John Henry 
Timmins, Joseph Aaror ...... 
Von Dommer, Jonathan EK. 


Warburton, William 
Warner, Edward Lee 
Warriner, Edmund 


Wason, James, jun 

Watkis, James Bulckley, a 

Watson, James... ieee 

Whitehead, James Dove 

—— Richard oe 
B.A. 


Wilson, ‘Rowland Holt 
Wright, Frederick Ashfield 
Wright, Warner 


To whom Articled, Assigned, &c. 


Francis Jubb 

John Letts. 

‘Wm. Robinson Smith. 

J. H. Parr; George Lloyd. 

George Boydell. 

John Oswald Head. 

Henry Lovibond. 

John Bagshaw. 

Alex. Rk. Hordern; T. F 
Maddock. 

John Hollams. 

W. Unwin; Edward George 
Ts uttershall, 

Walter Murton. 


Theed W. Pearse; W. Ley. 
Barnard P. Broomhead. 
Thomas Adam Watson. 
Christopher Morris. 

George Bullock Murly. 

John Musgrave. 

William Ridout Wills. 

George Brown. 

John Mackrell. 

William L. Ollard; Henry 
Nicholson. 

Frederick Barlow. 

Samuel M. Beale. 

James R. Pearless. 

Thomas T. Pearson: Oscar 
A. Ullithorne ; Thomas T. 
Pearson. 

Robert H. Few. 

Thomas B. Burland. 

Richard Peter. 

John Pugh; William Isaac 
Bull. 

Josiah Eastwood Varey. 


George Wood Rodway. 
George Rooper. 
Edmund Davies. 
Robert Winder. 
Robert R. Sadler; 
Richardson. 


Frank 


Robert Phippen. 

John Lamb. 

Charles Mills. 

Allan John Lee. 

Stephen Woodbridge. 

Joseph George Wilson ; 
Thomas Diggles. 

Nelson Wilkinson. 

Thomas Smith. 

Samuel B. Robertson. 

John Lockhart Syms. 

William Burbidge Lanfear. 

John Pickop. 

George John Robertson. 


John Brunton Falconar. 

Francis Marriott. 

Charles Thomas Arnold. 

Robert F. Thompson ; Tho- 
mas Wight; Archibald 8. 
Lawson. 

Palgrave Simpson. 

James B. Watkis. 

William Watson. 

Francis William Calvert, 


Thomas Thring. 
George A. Partridge. 
John Newton. 


I. B. Coaks; R. A, Parker. 


CALLS TO THE BAR. 
June 7.—The following gentlemen were this day called to 


the Bar :— 


Mipviz Tempie.—Richard Hallilay (holder of student- 


ship awarded by the Council of Legal Education, Trinity | 





Term, 1869, and Exhibitioner Trinity Term, 1868); Alfred 
Douglas Adrian, B.A., University of London; Edward 
Thelwall, M.A., Cambridge ; Christopher John Coveny, 
University of London ; William Wilbraham Bleythin 
Hulton, B.A, Cambridge ; Philip Stern, University 
College, London ; ; Alfred ‘Harmsworth, Augustin Bernard 
Kelly, M.A., Trinity College, Dublin ; Thomas Milvain, 
LL.B., Cambridge ; : Frederick Mead; John Nicholas 
Harrington ; Basil Lang, late of Trinity College, Dublin ; 
George Edward Goodyear ; Walter Hector Maskell ; Richard 
Myles Brown; Roger Yelverton Dawson-Yelverton, Ox- 
ford; John William Williamson; Douglas Alexander 
Spalding ; Lucius O’Brien Blake; William Noirmont 
Conyers D’Arcy; Fernand Castellan ; Jonas Daniel 
Vaughan, F.R.G.S.; Arthur Edwin Sharpley, and David 
Buchanan, Esqs. 

Inner TempLe.—Sampson Copestake, M.A., Cambridge ; 
William Scott Dowson, B.A., Cambridge; William Henry 
Wilson, B.A., Oxford ; Alexander Martin Bunster Bremner, 
B.A., Cambridge ; Alfred Harrison, Henry Sydney Graze- 
brook, William Elias Mozley, B.A., Cambridge; Alfred 
Erskine Hardy, B.A., Oxford ; Thomas Phillips Price, M.A., 
Oxford ; Peile Thompson, B.A., Cambridge; Charles Fox 
Roe, B.A., Cambridge ; Phillip Lovell Phillips, Oxford ; 
Robert Taunton Raikes, M.A., Oxford; Edmund Sutton, 
B.A., Oxford; Henry De la Beche Dillwyn, LL.B., Cam- 
bridge ; Edmund M’Kenzie Sneyd Kynnersley, B.A., Ox- 
ford; Frederic Wyatt, George Arthur Watson, B.A., 
Cambridge ; Willmott Dixon, LL.B., Cambridge; George 
Harper, Cyril Dodd, B.A., Oxford; Henry Duff Traill, 
B.C.L., Oxford; Henry George Tuke, Thomas Fenwick 
Fenwick, M.A., Oxford; W illiam- Robert Collyer, M.A., 
Cambridge ; and John Walter Devereux Deverell, M.A., 
Oxford, Esqs. 

Lrncouin’s-Inx.—John Henderson, (Exhibitioner, Trinity 
Term, 1869); Richard Crawley, B.A., . Oxford; Al- 
bert Sidney Chavasse, M.A., and B.C.L., ‘Oxford; John 
Monsey Collyer, B.A., Oxford; Courtenay Peregrine Ilbert, 
B.A., Oxford; Robert Conway Dobbs, M.A., Cambridge ; 
John Emilius Lancelot Shadwell, M.A., Oxford; Maxwell 
Cormac Cullinan, B.A., Cambridge; John Eltham Mylne, 
B.A., Oxford; William Robert Alexander, B.A., Dublin; 
John Crocker Barrow, M.A., Oxford; Edward Lee Carteret 
Price Hardy, William Henry Fox, B.A., Cambridge ; John 
Charles Wood, James William Hayes, jun., Madras Uni- 
versity; Clement Arthur Thruston, B.A., Oxford; Henry 
Burton Buckley, B.A., Cambridge; John Edward Arthur 
Murray Scott, William Neish, jun., B.A., Cambridge; 
Frederick James Fegen, James nase Samuel Hill 
Smith Lofthouse, LL -. Cambridge; George Armit Holmes, 
B.A., Cambridge; Alexander Meyrick Broadley, Henry 
Meriv ale Trollope, William Garvie, B.A., St. John’s College, 
Halifax, Nova Scotia ; Thomas Northmore Lawrence, B.A., 
Oxford; John Charles Dundas, B.A., Cambridge ; and Robert 
Hannibal Smith, Esqs. 

Gray’s-Inn.—James Burke, B.A., Trinity College Dublin; 
Horace Tompson Chitty, Adam Rivers Steele, John Edward 
Dibb, and William Edward Wynn Williams, Esqs. 








Mr. Thomas Wilson, solicitor, Appleby, Westmoreland, has 
been elected secretary to the Appleby and Kirkby-Stephen 
Agricultural Sociéty, vice Mr. John Nicholson, resigned. 


A bill is before the Canadian parliament respecting seduction. 
It provides that a seducer, under promise of marriage, of an un- 
married female of previous chaste character, shall be punished 
by fine or imprisonment, or both, at the option of the court, 
but shall not be condemned on the sole evidence of the female.— 
Standard. 


Savcrin v. Srar.—In Chancery.—An application was made 
on Wednesday to the Chief Clerk at Vice-Chancellor Malins’ 
Chambers, on “the part of the plaintiff, for an inspection of docu- 
ments in the possession of the defendants. The question was 
as to where the production and inspection should be made. The 
Chief Clerk suggested that as the documents were, probably, at 
the convent, Hull was the proper place. On the part of the 
defendants it was stated that the principal documents were in 
London, and it would be inconvenient to send them down to 
Hull. There was a rule pendmg for a new trial in the common 
law action, and counsel required the papers. The plaintiff pre- 
ferred Hull. The Chief Clerk, under all the circumstances, 
made an order for the production in town, saying that if the 
solicitor for the plaintiff thought proper, he could bring the mat- 
ter before the Vice-Chancellor. 
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ADMISSION OF ATTORNEYS. 


NOTICES OF ADMISSION. 
Michaelmas Term, 1869. 
[The clerks’ names appear in small capitals, and the attorneys to whom 
articled or assigned follow in ordinary type.] 

AsppEN, Frank.—William Foyster, Manchester. 
Barser, Henry Jocetyn.—Fairless Barber, Brighouse. 
Bateson, ANDREW Matcotm.—John Fisher, Masham. 
Beppor, Witi1am.—Isaac D. Rees, Aberdare. 
Bexzias, Wiit1aM.—Richard Holden, Liverpool. 
Bovtrer, Water Consirr.—Edward C. Bell, Kingston- 

upon-Hull; John Leak, Kingston-upon-Hull. 
Boviton, Cuartes.—Thomas Shepherd, Beverley. 
Boycott, WittramM.—James Gardner & Robert Landor, 


Rugely, 
Brown, Cuartes Corniso.—Samuel Brown, Bristol; 
Thomas S$. Parnell, Bristol. 
Berrit, Cuartes James.—Henry Thomas Robinson 
Leyburn. 


Burrerwortu, CHarLtes Henry.—-Henry Abbot, Bristol. 

CarLyon, ALEXANDER Kerrru.—Edmund Carlyon, St. 
Austell. 

CuEESMAN, WiLL1AM.—Montague S. Blaker. Lewes. 

CiarkeE, Joun Tuomas.—Henry Palmer, Great Yarmouth. 

Cooper, CuristorHER Birp.—Thomas UCooper, 23, New 
Ormond-street. 

Coorer, GeorcE Henry.—Stephen B. Dixon, jun., Pewsey ; 
James Henry Street, Raymond-buildings. 

CoorER, JouN Rayner.—Thomas Harland, Bridlington. 

Cortncer, Mavrice Cuarites.—Edmund 
Southampton-buildings; George A. James, 22, Essex- 
street ; Robert J. Macarthur, 22, Essex-street. 

Cow arp, CuristoPHER LETHBRIDGE.—John L. Cowlard, 
Edward F. Kempson, Launceston. 

Croox, JAMEs.—James Christopher Crook, Chorley. 

Crowber, Witit1am Henry.—George Augustus Crowder, 
55, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 

Derry, Wituiam Marn.—George Marshall, jun., East Ret- 
tord. 

Dunn, Hucu James.—Hugh Dunn, Darlington. 

EnGuisu, ALBAN Minpurnx.—Alban H. English, Bath. 





Norton, Epwix.—John Henry Clifton, Bristol; James 
George Hobbs, Bristol. 
ParkER, JOHN TuHomas.—Leonard John Deacon, Peters 
borough. 
Puitiies, Cuartes Epwarp.—Augustus Hawks, Hertford. 
Pirt, Ricnarp JosePpH WILLIAMs.— William Rankin, West- 
Rozsert Wattrer.—Samuel 


bromwich. 

PrIDEAUX, W. Prideaux, 
Dartmouth ; Nicholas Earle, Manchester. 

Rarcuirr, Epmunp TxHeropore.—William PP. Allcock, 
Birmingham ; Charles F. Tagart, Bedford-row. 

Rozrerts, Freperick.—James Girdlestone, 18, New-street, 
Spring-gardens ; John Harward, Stourbridge. 

Roxgryson, HEnry.—Robert Robinson, Ripon. 

Rocers, Tuomas Henry Tate.—-Fussell 
Bristol. 

Satmoy, Wittram Henry Campnety.—Kobert Phippen, 
Bristol. 

SeweE.., Henry Summers.—John Theodore Hoyle, New- 
castle-upon-Tyne. 

Sarre, WituiAM Artuur.—William Sharpe, 41, Bedford 
row. 

Suenton, Witt1aAm.—Alan John Lee, Winchester. 

SHEPHERD, ALGERNON Henry.—James Stilwell, Dover. 

Suerparp, Freperick James.—John H. Sheppard, Tow- 
cester. 


& Prichard 


' Smytru, Bensamry.—Samuel Boxill Robertson, 6, Crowns 


office-row. 


| Smytu, Ricuarp Purttorr.—George John Robertson, Bath 
_ Suptow, Joun, jun—John Bury, Manchester; John Sud- 


L. Hooper, 37, | 


low, Manchester ; Nathaniel ©. Milne, Temple. 

Syms, Frepertck Ricuarp.—John Lockhart Syms, 7, 
Furnival’s-inn. 

Taruam, Richarp Turner.—John Sharp, Lancaster. 


| ‘Terry, Frepertck WiLuiaM Impert.— William Galsworthy, 


12, Old Jewry-chambers. 
Vaveuan, Pur Artuvr.—Philip Vaughan, Abery- 
stwith ; Alfred Cross Spauil, 4, Verulam-buildings. 


| WaLKER, WALTER.—William Dennis, Northampton. 
| Warp, Joun Sanpiwanps.—Frederick William Remnant 


| WarTeERs, 


Forster, Henry Lanestarre.—Jonathan L. Forster, New- 


castle-upon-Tyne. 
Fox, Joun Henry.—William S. Fox, Redenhall-with-Has- 
leston ; George O. Lyas, Redenhall-with-Hasleston. 
se Joun SEymour.—Alexander B. Anderson, Liver- 
pool. 


Freeman, Richarp Joun.—Richard M. Freeman, 4, Great | 


James-street. 
Furtey, Cuartes Joun.—Robert Furley, Ashford. 


Gates, ‘THomas.—Messrs. Deakin & Dent, Wolverhampton. 


GAYFORD, Epwarp.—William M. Hazard, Harleston, 
Norfolk: Thomas F’. Simpson, Tunbridge Wells. 

Greene, Witt1AM Asspury.—Alfred Rawlinson, 8, Guild- 
ford-place. 

GREVILLE, ARTHUR Epwix.—John H. Hearn, Ryde. 

Hatiowes, Witu1am ALEXANDER T'ookE.—William Hal- 
lowes, 39, Bedford-row. 

Henson, Freperick Witi1am.—Henry Cook, Kingston- 
upon-Hull; William Watson, Hedon-in-Holderness ; 
Thomas Hudson, Kingston-upon-Hull. 

Herr, Francis Crowper.—John Hett, Brigg; Frank M. 

Russell, Bedford-row. 

Hewison, Freperick.—Edward Banner, Liverpool. 

Hopeson, Ronert.—Charles Hodgson, Selby. 

Hunt, Atrrep.—Benjamin Hunt, 6, Gray’s-inn-square. 

Hunt, James ALLEN,—Alfred Grundy, Manchester; Joseph 
Woodcock, 4, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 

Hvxizy, Freperick.—Thomas Lister Farrer, Manchester. 

Hvtcuinson, James Joun.—Charles B. Lever, 15, Bedford- 
row. 

Jones, Tuomas Parry.—Llewelyn Adams, Ruthin. 

Kitson, Cuartes WiiiiaM.—Charles Kitson, Torquay ; 
Thomas Hayter, 6, Raymond-buildings. 

Kitson, Rozgert, B.A.—John Kitson, Torquay; Frederic 
T. Woolbert, 12, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 

Mrxerr, Henry Wautace.—Henry Minett, Ross. 

Mitcuett, Witt1am Gerorce Carrer.—Theed William 
Pearse, Bedford ; William Ley, 61, Carey-strect. 

Moxnriss, Tuomas Myppieton.—Alfred Carr, 22, Basing- 
hall-strect. 

Mvr.y, Joux Frepericxk.—George B. Murly, Bristol. 

Muscrave, Joun Raven.—John Musgrave, Whitehaven. 





52, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 
CuarLtes Wit1i1aAM.—Thomas Waters, 
chester ; George Henderson, Fenchurch-street. 
Warkis, James Buicxtey.—James B. Watkis, Shrews- 
bury. 

Warson, JAmEs.— William Watson, Heden-in-Holderness. 

Warsox, Witt1AM James.—William Watson, jun., Barnard 
Castle. 

WuirExeab, James Dove.—Francis William Calvert, York. 

Wueeter, Cuartes Henry.—Samuel Francis Stone, 
Leicester. 

Wicks, Henry Puirir.—James Brockbank, Whitehaven. 

Wicut, Tuomas Hotyoaxe.—Brooke Robinson, Dudley; 
George Birch, Lichfield ; Brooke Robinson, Dudley and 
London, 

Wusson, Ricuarp Artuur.—Thomas Thring, Wilton. 

Wricut, Warner.—Isaac B. Coaks, Norwich; Reginald 
Amphlett Parker, 41, Bedford-row. 

Michaelmas Term, 1869, pursuant to Judges’ Orders. 

Arxrnson, Fenton Grancer.—Edward Atkinson, Man. 
chester. 

Bartow, SterHeN Baxnincron.—Joseph Addison McLeod, 
16, London-street. 

Brizr, Joun Frepericx.—Christopher C. Foottit, Newark- 
upon-Trent. 

Burcu, Ratpu.—Arthur Burch, Exeter. 

Burrerwortu, Osmonp.—Charles A. Swinburne, Man- 
chester ; Henry William Parker, Manchester. 

Cockcrort, WinL1AM.—Abraham G. Eastwood, Todmorden; 
William Janeway, 38, Bedford-row. ' 

Coorer Joun Epwarp.— William Cooper, Tunstall. 

Fosrer, Witu1am Joseru.—William Fisher, 19, Doughty- 
street. 

Hawk, Freperick Tuomas.—Henry Edmund Watson, 
Sheffield. 

Haypen, Frepvertck Witu1aM.—William Henry Cobb, 
York. 

Hii1, Pascor Grenrett.—Frederick Hill, Helston; Thomas 
Rawle, 1, Bedford-row. 

Luauey, Turopore.—Robert B. Lumley, 22, Conduit- street. 

Oatrs, CuArtes Henry.—Charles Marflect Banon Veal, 
Great Grimsby. 

Patmer, Cuartes Witiiam.—Frederick Barlow, Came 
bridge. 


Win- 
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PRESSWELL, 
chambers. 


Gzorce.—Jabez McDiarmid, Old Jewry- 


Smrson, Hicson,—Jobn Wintringham, Great Grimsby. 
Wason, JAMES, jun.—Palgrave Simpson, Liverpool. 
WuetEr, Cuartes Trevor.—Wilson Clement Cruttwell, 


Frome. 


Wiuumort, Henry Georce.—Richard Stubbs, Bristol. 
Michaelmas Vacation, 1869. 
Hait, Grorce Astetu.— William Jaques, 8, Ely-place. 
Hextatt, Wii11aM Brown (Judges Order).—George W. 
Lamb, Kettering ; Ware & Westall, 1 Copthall-court. 
Lz RicuE, EnenezErR.—Charles Thomas Foster, 13, Gray’s- 
inn-square; Edward William Le Riche, 8, Warwick- 


court. 


Licerys, Henry Joseru.—Philip Augustus Hanrott, 9, 


Bedford-row. 


PALMER, ALEXANDER DovGLas GREENLAW.— William Henry 


Gwinnett, Cheltenham. 








COURT PAPERS. 


COURT OF CHANCERY. 
Srrtmncs AFTER Trinity Term, 1869. 


LORD CHANCELLOR. 
Lincoln’s Inn, 


Tues., June 22 { ft — Seal-- 
Wednesday 23..Petns. & Apps. 
Thursday ..24 
Friday ....25 


Saturday Appeals. 


Thurs., July 1 a Seal.— 

Friday .... 2 

Saturday .. 3 

Monday .... 5? Appeals. 

Tuesday .... 

Wednesday.. 7 
The Third Seal.— 

Thursday .. sf Appeals. 


Monday ....12 > Appeals. 
Tuesday....13 
Wednesday .14. 


Thursday ..15 


Friday......16 
pra om : 
onday ....!9 > Appeals. 
Tuesday ....20 
Wednesday .21 f 
Thursday ..22 pong Seal.— 
Friday ....23) 1 
Saturday ..24 
Monday ....26 
Tuesday....27 
Wednesday .28 
Thursday ..29..Petitionsand apps. 
Friday ....30..The Sixth Seal.— 
N.B.—Such days as his Lordship 
shall be engaged in the House 
of Lords are excepted. 


The Fourth Seal.— 
Appeals. 


Appeals. 


MASTER OF THE ROLLS. 
Chancery-lane. 


Tnes., June 22 {ies First Seal.— 


Mtns. & gen. pa. 
Wednesday .23 
Thursday ..24 > General paper. 


Friday ....25 
Petns., sht. causes, 
Saturday ..26 adj. sums., and 
general paper. 
Monday ....28 
Tuesday .. “ah General paper. 


Wednesday .30 
The Second Seal.— 
Thurs., July 1 Mtns. & gen. papr. 
Friday...... 2..General paper. 
Petns., sht. caus., 
Saturday .. 3{adj. sums., and 
general paper. 
Monday .... 5 
Tuesday.... 6 } General paper. 


Wednesday... 7 “ 
he Third Seal.— 
Thursday .. 8 Mtns. & gen. pa, 
Friday .... 9..General paper. 
Ptns., sht. caus., 
Saturday ..103 Adj. sums., and 
general paper, 





Monday ....12 
Tuesday....13 ¢ General paper. 


Wednesday. .14 
The Fourth Seal.— 
Thursday ..15 { Mtns. & gen. pa. 
Friday......16..General paper. 
Petns., sht. caus. 
Saturday ..174 adj. sums., and 
general paper. 
Monday ....19 
Tuesday ....20 General paper. 


Wednesday .21 
Thursday ..22 The Fifth Seal.— 
Friday .... 23..General paper. 
Petns., sht. caus., 
Saturday ..247adj. sums., and 
general paper. 
Monday ....26 
Tuesday ....27 
Wednesday .28 
Thursday ..29 


Friday......30 


General paper. 


The Sixth Seal.— 
Mtns. & gen. pa, 
Remaining mtns, 
Saturday ..314& petns. & adj. 
summonses. 


N.B.—At the Sittings after Trinity | 
| Term, the Master of the Rolls | 





Mtns. & gen. papr. | 


| Thurs., July 1 { 


Ptns. in lanacy, 
app. ptns., bk. 
Friday .+ee ah app. mtns. 
& appeals. 
Saturday ..10) 
Monday ....12] 
Tuesday....13 }Appeals. 
Wednesday .14 | 
Thursday ..15J 
Petns. in lunacy, 
app. petns., bk. 
apps. app. mtns. 
& appeals. 
Saturday ..17) 
Monday ....19 | 
Tuesday ....20 } Appeals. 
Wednesday .2] | 
Thursday ..22) 
Petns. in lunacy, 
3 J APP. petns., bk. 
apps., app. mtns. 
& appeals. 
Saturday ..24) 
Monday ....26 | 
Tuesday ....27 $ Appeals. 
Wednesday .28 | 
Thursday ..29) 
Petns. in lunacy, 
Friday......30{app. petns., bk. 
apps. & app. mtas, 
Notice.—The days (if any) on 
which the Lords Justices shal! be 
engaged in the Full Court, or at 
the Judicial Committee of the 
Privy Council, are excepted. 


Friday......16 


Friday......2: 


V. C. Stn JOHN STUART, 
Lincoln’s Inn. 


The First Seal.— 
Tues., June 22 FoR & causes. 
Wednesday 23 


Thursday ..24 } Causes. 
Friday......25..Ptns. and causes. 
Saturday ..26..Sht.causes & caus. 
Monday ....28 

Tuesday... ‘=| Causes. 


Wednesday .30 

The Second Seal.— 
Mtns. & causes. 
Friday...... 2..Petns. and causes, 
Saturday .. 3..Slit. causes & caus. 
Monday .... 5 
Tuesday.... 6 


Wednesday . 7 

The Third Seal.— 
Thursday .. 8 { Mtns. & causes. 
Friday .... 9..Petitions & causes. 
Saturday ..10..Sht. causes & caus. 
Monday ....12 
Tuesday ....13 > Causes. 
Wednesd 


Causes. 





will hear further ations 
in priority to Original Causes, 
until those set down before the 
2Ist June have been disposed of, 
after which the Master of the 
Rolls will hear further considera- 


tions on every Monday during | 


the Sitting of the Court, but will 
not hear Causes after the last Seai. 
His Lordship will not sit until 
the remaining motions, and peti- 
tions, and adjourned summonses 
shall have been disposed of, 
N.B.—Unopposed petitions must be 
presented and copies left with the 
Secretary, on or before the Thurs- 
day preceding the Saturday on 
which it is intended they should 
be heard; and any causes in- 
tended to be heard as short causes 
must be so marked at least one 
clear day before the same can be 
put in the paper to be so heard. 


LORDS JUSTICES, 
Lincoln’s Inn, 

Fe June 22..App.mtns.& apps. 
Wednesday .22 
Thursday . at Appeals. 
Ptns. in lunacy, 
app. ptns., bk. 
apps, app. mtns. 
& appeals. 


Friday ....25 


Monday ....28 
Tuesday ....29 
Wednesday .30 
Thurs., July 1 


Saturday ..26 
Appeals, 


Petitns. in lunacy, 
app. petns,, bk. 
Apps., app. mtns. 
& upps. 


rriday ..+. 2 


Monday .... 5 
Tuesday .... 6 
Wednesday . 7 
Thursday .. 8 


Appeals. 


Saturday .. | 





ye 14 
The Fourth Seal. — 

Thursday .+15 Mtns. & causes. 
Friday ....16..Petitions & causes. 
Saturday ..17..Sht. causes & caus, 
Monday ....19 ) 
Tuesday ....20 > Causes. 
Wednesday 21) 

9 § The Fifth Seal.— 
Thursday ..22 ee & causes. 
Friday ....23.. Petitions & causes. 
Saturday ..24..Sht. caus. & caus, 
Monday ....26 
Tuesday ....27 
Wednesday .28 


Thursday ..29 
The Sixth Seal.— 


Causes. 





Friday ....30 { han 


N.B.—At the sittings after Trinity | 
Term and immediately after the 
First Seal,the Vice-Chancellor will 
hear Further Considerations in 
priority to Original Causes. 
Any causes intended to be 
heard as short causes must be so 
marked at least one clear day be- 
fore the same can be put in the 
paper to be so heard. 

No cause, motion for decree, or 
further consideration, except by 
order of the Court, may be 
marked to stand over, if it shall 
be within twelve of the last cause 
or matter in the printed paper of 
the day for hearing. 


V.C. Sin RICHARD MALINS. 
Lincoln’s Inn. 
9 § The First’ Seal.— 
Tues., June 22 {Nites & gen. pa. 


Wednesday 23 
Thursday a General paper. 


Friday......25..Petns. & gen. pa. 





Short causes adj. 
Saturday . .26 sums., & gen, a 


Tuesday ....29 > General paper. 


Wednesday. .30 he Gecenbeds 
' he Second Seal.— 
Thurs., July 1} tens. & gen. pa. 
Friday...... 2..Petns. & gen. pa. 
Sht. causes, adj. 
Saturday .. 3 pecan pa. 
Monday .... 5 
Tuesday .... 
Wednesday... 7 4 Seal 
_ The Thir al.—~ 
Thursday .. 8 { Mtns. & gen. pa. 
Friday .... 9—Petns. & gen. are 
’ «Sht. causes, adj. 
Saturday ..10 Usums., & gen. pa. 
Monday ....12 


Tuesday ....13 General paper. 
Wednesday .14 . hSeal 
The FourthSeal.— 
Thursday ..15 { Stems. & gen pa. 
Friday ....16..Ptns. & gen. a 
Sht. caus., adj. 
Saturday ..17 heal & gen. pa. 
Monday ....19 
Tuesday ....20 > General paper. 


Wednesday. .21 
TI day ..22 ( The Fifth Seal. — 
nursday --"<) Mtns. & gen. pa. 
Friday..... mg ge . & gen. Len 
(Sht. causes, adj. 
Saturday ..24 lsums., & gen. pa. 
Monday ....26 


Tuesday ....27 
Wednesday .28 
Thursday ..29 » Get 
. The Sixt! al. — 
Friday ....30 { itns. & gen. pa. 


N.B.—At the Sittings after Trinity 
Term, tne Vice-Chancellor wil 
hear Further Considerations in 
priority to Original Canses. 
Any causes intended to be 
heard as short causes must be so 
marked at least one clear day be 
fore the same can be putin the 
paper to be so heard. 


Monday sa} 


General paper. 


General paper. 


V. C. Sin W. M. JAMES, 


Lincoln’s Inn. 

{The First Seal.— 
Tues., June 23 ( Mtns. & gen. pa. 
Wednesday .23 
Thursday ..24> General paper. 
Friday....--25 

Petns.,sht. causes, 

Saturday 284 a sums., & gene 


paper. 
Monday ....28 
Tuesday ....29 > General paper. 


Wednesday .30 ae a 
{ The Secon _— 
Thurs., July 1 ( Mtns.& gen. pa. 
Friday .... 2..General paper. 
Petns. sht. causes, 
Saturday .. 3 {23 sums., and 
general paper. 
Monday .... 5 
Tuesday.... 6 > General paper. 
Wednesday . 7 The Taba Geet 
ne Third Seal.— 
Thursday .. 8 i Mtns, & gen. pa. 
Friday...... 9..General paper. 
Petns., sht. caus., 
Saturday ..10 {as sums., and 
general paper. 
Monday ....12 
Tuesday .... 3| General paper. 
Wednesday. .14 ass ated 
~ { The Fourth Seal.— 
Thursday .+15 ) ens. & gen. pa. 
Friday ....16..General paper.] 
Ptns., sit, caus., 
Saturday ..17 ji sums., 
general paper 


and 


Monday.... 19 
Tuesday ... =f General paper. 


Wednesday. .21 ” 
> | The Fifth Seal.— 
Thursday ..22 { Mtns. & gen. pa. 
Friday......23..General paper. 
Petns., sht. caus., 
Saturday ..24j adj. sums.. and 
general paper. 
Monday ....26 
Tuesday ....27( «,., 
Weduesday.. 28 Gensral paper. 
Thursday ..29 
CRS The Sixth Seal.— 
Friday......30 { Motions 


N.B.—At these sittings the Vice- 
Chancellor will hear such  fur- 
ther considerations as arein the 
printed list in priority to original 
causes. Any causes intended to 
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be heard as short causes must be per papers be left with the Vice- 


so marked at least one clear day Chancellor’s Officer on the day 
before the same can be put in the before the Cause comes into the 
paper to be so heard and the pro- paper. 


N.B.—The Courts will not sit after Thursday, the 5th 
day of August, 


EXCHEQUER OF PLEAS. 

Sittings at Nisi Prius in Middlesex and London, before the 
Right Hon. Sir FrrzRoy Ketty, Knt., Lord Chief Baron 
of her Majesty’s Court of Exchequer, after Trinity Term, 
1869. 

Middlesex. 


Monday, June 14, to Saturday, June 26, special juries 
and common juries. 


London. 
Monday, June 28, to Saturday, July 10, special juries and 
common juries. ‘ 


The Court will sit at ten o’clock each day. 
A second Court will sit for the trial of causes when neces- 
sary. 


COURT OF COMMON PLEAS. 
Sirrincs 1n Banco arrer Trinity Term, 1869. 
The Court will hold sittings on Thursday the 17th, 
Friday the 18th, Saturday the 19th, Thursday the 24th, 
Friday the 25th, and Saturday the 26th days of June inst. ; 
and, after disposing of the country new trials, will proceed 
with the specicl paper ; and will hold a sitting on Monday, 
the 5th day of July, for the purpose of delivering judgments. 


SUMMER ASSIZES, 1869. 
Home-—Pollock, C.B., and Mellor, J. 

Hertford, July 12; Chelmsford, 15; Lewes, 20; Maid- 

stone, 26; Croydon, August 2. 
NortHERN—Hayes, J., and Hannen, J. 

Durham, July 10 ; Newcastle, 16 ; Carlisle, 21; Appleby, 
24; Lancaster, 26; Manchester, 30; Liverpool, August 12, 
Oxrorp—Smith, J., and Pigott, B. 

Abingdon, July 8 ; Oxford, 12; Worcester, 15 ; Stafford, 
20 ; Shrewsbury, 28; Hereford, August 2; Monmouth, 4; 
Gloucester, 9. 

Western—Keating, J., and Lush, J. 

Winchester, July 10; Salisbury, 17; Dorchester, 21; 
Exeter, 24; Bodmin, 31 ; Wells, August 5; Bristol, 11. 

Mipianp—Cleasby; B., and Brett, J. 

Warwick, July 8; Derby, 19; Nottingham, 19; Lin- 

coln and City, 23; York and City, 24; Leeds, August 4. 
Nortu Warrs—Bovill, C.J. 
New Town, July 19; Dolgelly, 23 ; Carnarvon, 26; Beau- 
maris, 29; Ruthin, August 2; Mold, 5; Chester, 9. 
Norrotk—Cockburn, C.J., and Byles, J. 
Oakham, July 8; Leicester, 10 ; Northampton, 14 ; Ayles- 
iry, 19; Bedford, 22; Huntingdon, 26; Cambridge, 28 ; 
sury St. Edmunds, August 2; Norwich and City, 3. 
Sovrn Wates—Channell, B. 

Haverfordwest, July 5; Cardigan, 9 ; Carmarthen, 13; 

Cardiff, 17; Brecon, 30; Presteign, August 5; Chester, 9. 
Bramwell, L., remains in town. 

Ten days’ notice of trial must be given, exclusive of date 

and inclusive of the above commission days. 





PUBLIC COMPANIES. 


Last Quotation, June 11, (859. 
{From the Oficial List of the actual business transacted.) 


GOVERNMENT FUNDS. 
3 per Cent, Consols, 323 | Annuities, April, 785, 11 15-16 
Ditto for Account, July 7, 924 Do. (Red Sea T.) Aug. 190% 
2 per Cent. Reduced 923 | x Bills, £1000, — per Ct. par 
New 3 per Cent., 923% Ditto, £500, Do — par 
Do. 34 per Cent., Jan, 94 Hitto, £100 & £200, — par 
Do. 24 per Cent., Jan. ’94 76 Bank of England Stock, 43 per 
Do. 5 per Cent., Jan. ’72 | Ct, (last half-vear) 244 
Annuities,Jan. 60 — | Ditto for Account, 


INDIAN GOVERNMENT SECURITIES. 

{ndia Stk.,10}pCt.Apr.'74,212  , Ind, Enf. Pr.,5pC.,Jan.’72 105} 
Ditto for Account | Ditto,54perCent.,May,’79 110j 
Ditto Sper Cent.Jualy,’80 112 x d| Ditto Debentures, per Cent., 
Ditto for Account, — April,’64— 

Ditto 4 per Ceac., Oct. "48 100% =| Do. bo.,5 per Cent,, Aug. 73 1034 
Ditto, ditto, Certificates, — Do. Bonds, 4 per Ct,, £10004 p.n 
Ditto Enfaced Ppr., 4 per Cent. Litto, ditto, under £1000, » 4 m 








RAILWAY STOCK. 








































Shres. Railways. | Paid. |Closing prices 
Stock | Bristol and Exeter... 100 78 
Stock | Caledonian.........scccceccssesceeves 100 7 
Stock | Glasgow and South-Western ... 100 97 
Stock | Great Eastern Ordinary Stock .. 100 374 
Stock Do., East Anglian Stock, No. 2 100 —_ 
Stock | Great Northern 100 108 
Stock! Do., A Stock* 109 
Stock | Great Southern an estern o | 97 
Stock |} Great Western—Uriginal ......ccc0ceeeeeee! I 50 
Stock} Do.,West Midland—Oxford ost 27 
Stock Do.,d0.—Newport ...scc.seeee “| 30 
Stock | Lancashire and Yorkshire ... a 125 
Stock | London, Brighton, and South Coast...... 45% 
Stock | Lordon, Chatham, and Dover.........c0000) 100 7 
Stock | Loadon and North-Western... ..| 100 119 
Stock | Lyndon and South-Western ...... | 100 90 
Stock | Manchester,ShetHeld,and Lincoln........., 10 554 
Stock | Metropolitan.....ccsseeseeesees ».| 100 98 
Stock | Midland .. {unskoahaeuanees hts .| 100 1163 
Stock} Do., Birmingham and Derby .| 100 Bh 
Stock | North British ..scsccccccsscsssessecees .| 100 34 
Stock |} North London .... .| 100 lly 
Stock | North Staffordshire | 100 56 
Stock | South Devon....... .; 100 41 
Stock} South-Eastern .. .| 100 76 
Stock | ‘I'att Vale........ «| 100 150 








* A receives no dividend until 6 per cent. bas been paid to b. 


Money MARKET AND City INTELLIGENCE. 

All the markets opened very heavily, in consequence of an ac- 
tive demand for money, and continued depressed until the demand 
for discount had been eased. That event, coupled with the 
confident anticipations of a reduction in the Bank rate from 4 
to 4 per cent., brought about and sustained the reaction in the 
funds, so that when the reduction was actually announced the 
result, having been fully anticipated, produced no further move- 
ment. Railways and foreign securities have been, and still are, 
heavy. The policy of the Bank directors, in raising the bank 
rate to 44, has had the effect of bringing back £1,238,937, out of 
£1,471,836 of bullion which had previously gone abroad. 








ESTATE EXCHANGE REPORT. 


AT THE MART. 
June 7.—By Mr, WHITtincHAam. 

Freehold building land, situate at Wimbiedon, Surrey, in 41 lots. Lots 
4 to 240 comprised previcus sales, Lots 260, sold £85; lot 265, sold 
£85 ; lots 322, sold £67; lot 323, sold £67. 

Jane 8.—By Messrs. Depennam, Tewson, & Farmer. 

Freehold ground rents of £63 10s. per annum. secured on Nos. 13 and 
14, Brunswick-terrace, Brunswick-square, Camberwell! —Sold £1,200. 

hold two resid with shops, Nus. 2 and 4, Brougham-road, 
Dalston, let at £50 per annum; term 95 years from 1546, at £3 os. 
per annum —Sold £535. 
LANDED ESTATES COURT, DUBLIN. 

x Juue 8.—(Before the Hon, Judge Lynch.) 

The estate of Thomas Pooley and Kobert Hoey, trustees of the estate 
‘f William Dargan, owners and petitioners. County of Wicklow: 
Lot 4, the house, ground, and premises, knownas Galtrim, otherwise 
Fairy-hill, and houses, grounds, and premises in Main-strest, Quins- 
borough-road, Durgan-terrace, and Seapoinut-road, Bray, containing 
l4a Ir 154p; net rental, £1,147 43. 94.; valuation, £1,453 10s.;;fee- 
farm and lease for 999 years. Sold to Mr. R. J.T. Macrory, in trust, 
for Mr. Thomas Baring, Mr. Robert W. Crawford, and Baron Lionel de 
scothschild, for £11,000. 





BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTUS. 

BAYFORD—On June 7, at 3, Norfolk-square, the wife of Rk. A. Bayford, 
Esq., Barrister-at-Law, of a son. 

CHANCELLOR—On June 3, at 38, Melville-street, Edinburgh, the wife 
of Edward Chancellor, Writer to the Signet, of a son. 

LOVEGROVE—On June 3, at Heathrow House, Hatton, the wife of 
William Loivegrove, Esq., Solicitor, of a son. 

PALMER—On June 8, at Kensington, the wife of J. E. Palmer, Esq., 
Barrister-at-Law, of a daughter. 

MARRIAGES. 

TEED—RICHARDS—On June 1, at the Cathedral, Lincoln, John 
Godfrey Teed, Judge of the Lincolnshire County Courts, to Martha, 
daughter of the late Rudolpkus Kichards, Esg., DL. and JW, of 
Grosmont Hall, Heretord. 





DEATHS. 

CHURCH—On June 3, at Colchester, John Henry Church, Esq., Sclici- 
tor, in his 72nd year. 

CORY—On June 9, at Lugano, Charles Cory, Esq., of Hopton Ifall, 
Suffolk, and ‘Town Clerk of Great Yarmouth, aged 56. 

DODD—On June J, in London, Philip Wm. Dodd, Esq., Solicitor, 
aged 69, 

DRUCE—On June 8, John Druce, Esq., of 10, Billiter-square, and 
Dulwich, aged 69, 

GIBSON—On June 3, at Brookside House, Birtley, Darham, Richard 
Gibson, Ksq., Solicitor, late of Joha Datton-street, Manchester, 
aged 50. 
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PLUMPTRE—On June 5, at Worthing, Adelaide, the wife of Charles 
John Plumptre, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, of 15, Belgrave-road, St. 
John’s-wood, aged 33. 





BREAKFAST.—Epps's Cocoa.— GRATEFUL AND COMFORTING.—The very 
agreeable character of this preparation has rendered it a general faveur- 
ite. The‘‘ Civil Service Gazette’? remarks:—“ The singular success 
which Mr. Epps attained by his homeopathic preparation of cocoa has 
never been surpassed by any experimentalist. By a thorough know- 
Jedge of the natural laws which govern the operations of digestion and 
nutrition, and by a careful application of the fine properties of well- 
selected cocoa, Mr. Epps has provided our breakfast tables with a deli- 
cately flavoured beverage which may save us many heavy doctors’ bills.’” 
Made simply with boiling water or milk. Sold by the trade only in 4lb., 
4lb., and 11b. tin-lined packets, labelled—James Epps & Co., Hom«o- 
pathic Chemists, London.—[Apvr.] 


LONDON GAZETTES. 
TMinding-up of Joint Stock Comyantes. 
Fripay, June 4, 1869. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
Titanic Steel and Iron Company (Limited and Reduced).—Petition for 





reducing the capital from £360,000 to £172,000. Any person who | 


claims to be a creditor, and who is not entered on the list, must, on 
or beiore June 14, send in his name and address and the particulars of 
his claim, to Messrs. Burchell, 5, Broad Sanctuary, solicitors for the 
company. 

Tuespar, June 8, 1869. 

Limitep 1n CHANCERY. 

Imperial Land Company of Marseilles (Limited).—Creditors are re- 
quired, on or before June 26, to send their names aud addresses, and 
the particulars of their debts or claims, to Frederick Maynard, Henry 
Chatteris, and Alexander Samuelson, 10, Coleman-st. Morday, July 
26, at 12, is appointed for hearing and adjudicating upon the debts 
and claims. 

Marine Investment Company (Limited).—Vice-Chancellor Malins has 
fixed June 22, at 12, at his chambers, for the appointment of a liqui- 
dator in the place of Henry Alfred Coffey. 

Newmarket Hotels Company (Limited).—The Master of the Rolls has, 
by an order dated May 29, ordered that the above company be wound 
up. Aldridge & Thorn, Bedtord-row, for Kitchener & Fenn, New- 
market, solicitors for the petitioners. 

Reading Wholesale Clothing and Manchester Warehouse Company 
(Limited).—Petition for continuance of voluntary winding up, pre- 
sented May 27, directed to be heard betore Vice-Chancellor James on 
Jone 26, Courtenay and Croome, Gracechurch-st, for Beale, Reading, 
solicitor for the petitioners. 

Swansea Zine Company (Limited).—The Master of the Rolls has, by an 
order dated May 29, ordered that the above company be wound up. 
Vallance & Vallance, Essex-st, Strand, solicitors for the petitioners. 


Hriendlp DSocteties Dissolved 
Fripay, June 4, 1869. 

Hartlebury Friendly Society, White Hart Inn, Hartlebury, Worcester. 
June 2. 

Independent Order of Ancient Druids, King’s Head Tavern, Swinton, 
York. June i. - 

Maidenhead Reform Friendly Society, Fighting Cocks Inn, Maidenhead, 
Berks. May 31. 

Creditors under Estates tn Chancery. 
Last Day of Proof. 
Fripay, June 4, 1809. 

Billings, Jas, Stone Cott, Stafford, Farmer. July 1. Sherratt v Mount- 
ford, M, R. Heaton, Burslem. 

Cassavetti, Demetrius Giovanni, New Broad-st, Merchant. July 10. 
Cassavetti © Cassavetti, V.C. James. Hollams, Commercial Sale 
Rooms, Mincing-lane, 

Clarke, Joseph Bell, Cheltenham, Gloucester, Gent. 
Clarke, M. R. Slater & Co, Manch. 
Day, Lidford, Warwick, Gent. July 10, 

Palmer & Co, Birm. 

Cockerill, Thos Marshall, Poonah, Bombay, Paymaster 3rd Dragoon 
Guards, Oct 29. Elliot v Hopkinson, M. KR. Richardson, Golden. sq. 

Gray, Harriett, Bow-rd, Bow. July 10, Cave v Woodward, V.C, Stuart. 
Fearnley, Broad-st, Ratcliffe. 

Lambert, Geo, Shalford, Surrey, Miller, 
V.C, Stuart. Day, Godalming. 

Owen, Hugh Darby, Prestbury, Gloucester, Esq. 
Barton, M.R, Bubb & Son, Cheltenham. 


Creditors under 22 & 23 Viet. cap. 35. 
Last Day of Clain, 
Fripay, June 4, 1869. 

Atkinson, Joseph, Briskney Fen, Lincoln, Farmer. 
land & Wigelsworth, Boston. 

Beach, John, Blackford, Warwick, Gent. 
ingham. 

Carter, Thos, Henley-upon-Thames, Oxford, Grocer. 
& Co, Gt James-st, Bedford-row, 

Dashwood, Wm Bateman, Green-st, Grosvenor-sq, Admiral. 
Schultz, Dyer’s-bldgs, Holborn, 

Exton, Wm, Narborough, Leicester, Farmer. 
Leicester, 

Grant, John, Essox-st, Strand, M.D, Septl. Jenings, Mitre-ct-bldgs 
Temple. . 

Guest, Joseph, Wigan, Lancaster, Chemist. June lz, Leigh & Ellis, 

igan. 

Harrison, Eliz, Southsea, Southampton, Widow. 
Marshall, Portsea. 

—, Hy Kowland, Paris, France, Aug 2. Wilkins, King’s Arms- 

ard, 


July 1. 


Gausby v Day, V.C. Stuart. 


July 13. Sayers v Lambert, 


July l. Owen v 


July 6. Stani- 


July 31. Simcox, Birm- 
Aug 29. Taylor 
July 1, 


July 28. Miles & Co, 


Jaly 1. Pearce & 





Neave v | 





Hutchings, Chas, Bedhampton, Southampton, Toll Gate Keeper. 
June 30. Robinson & Preston, Lincol n’s-inn-fields. 

Jaques, Thos, Godalming, Surrey, Baker. July 14. Mellersh, Godal- 
ming. 

Mann, Jas Hargrave, Albert-ter, Regent’s-pk, Esq. Aug 20. 
& Co, Gt James-st, Bedford-row. 

Matthews, Jas, Ruyal-crescent, Notting-hill, Gent. 
& Co, Oxford-s:. 

Moore, Edwd Hurmer, Alexandra-rd, Gipsey-hill, Norwood, Civil 
Engineer. Aug 3!. Freshfields, Bank-bidgs. 

er 4g Rev Edwd John, Litchfield, Clerk. July 10. Best & Hor- 
ton, Birm. 

Richards, Hy, Croydon, Surrey, Gent. Aug 10. Deane & Chubb, 
South-sq, Gray’s-inn. 

Riddle, Peover, Tweedmouth, Berwick-upon-Tweed, Millwright. July 1. 
Sanderson, Berwick-upon-Tweed. 

Sprules, Jas, Merton, Surrey, Gent. Aug 1. Hogan, Croydon. 

Stallion, Harriett, Fleet-lane, Farringdon-st, Widow. July 1. Bennett, 
Furnival’s-inn. 

Strong, Saml, Norbiton, Surrey, Esq. 
Lincoln’s-inn. 

Watson, Emma, Bexley Heath, Kent, Widow. July 12. 
Oid Jewry-chambers. 

—— Margaret, High Hill, Cumberland, Spinster. Aug 2. Dobinson, 

arilisie. 

Watson, Eliz, High Hill, Cumberland, Spinster. 
Carlisle. 

Weymss, Fredk, Appleby, Westmorland, Gent. 
& Shepherd, Penrith. 

Whinerey, Sam), Kendal, Westmorland, Tailor. 
& Son, Kendal. 

Youd, Wm, Cuddington, Chester, Farmer. 
Chester. 


Taylor 


Augl. Burgoynes 


July 12. Mander, New-sq, 


Russell & Co, 


Aug2. Dobinson, 


July 30. Bleaymire, 


July 3!. Harrison 


June 30. Walker & Co, 


Tuespay, June &, 1869. 


Ayscough, Thos, Saltfleetby, St Peter’s, Lincoln, Farmer. 
Wocd, Louth. 

Bevan, Reece, Wigan, Lancaster, Esq. July 10. Leigh & Ellis 
Commercial-yard. 

Caird, Jennet, Berwick-st, Soho, Spinster. July 1. 
street. 

Elden, Richd, Park-rd, Dalston, Victualler. July 15. 
pl, Size-lane. 

Haye, Noel Francois, Bath-p], Queen’s-rd, Peckham, Gent. 
Rooks & Co, King-st, Cheapside. 

Hering, Fredk, Argy!e-st, Westminster, Architect. July 31. Hollings- 
wort & Co, East India-avenue. 

Jackson, Wm, Stainby, Lincoln, Farmer. 
Grantham. 

Kay, Mary Jane, Atherton Grange, Wimbledon, Widow. Aug 1. Bower 
& Cotton, Chancery-lane. 

Kyniston, Ann, Cotton,Salop, Widow. July 1. 

MeGill, Peter, Oakmere, Chester, Farmer. 
wich. 

Meiklejohn, David, Piggott-st, Limehouse, Engineer. 
wood, Cannon-st. 

Miche!more, Robt, Catherstan Lewstan, 
Hooper & Michelmore, Newton Abbot. 

Minet, Susannah, Baldwyns, Kent, Widow. 
Angel-ct, Thrcegmorton-st. 

Phillips, Mary, Hounsditch, Widow. 
square. 

Snooke, Mary Ann, Chepstow-pl, Bayswater, Widow. 
lard & Son, Portsmouth. 

Tillstone, Edwd Somner Sedley, Alverstoke, Southampton, Esq. 
1 Heliard & Son, Portsmouth. 

Tugwell, Mary, Brighton, Sussex, Widow. 
Brigkton. 

Webber, Mary Eliz, Nottingham-pl, Spinster. 
Lincoln’s-iun. tields. 

Westall, Harry John, Copthall-ct, Solicitor. 
Southampton-buildiugs, Chancery-lane. 


July 2. 


Boulton, Berners- 
Rolt, Skinner’s- 
Aug 2. 


July 31. Thompsons 


Barkar, Wem. 
Augl. Cheshire, North- 


Har- 
June 30. 


June 30. 
Dorset, Gent. 


July 31. Dawes & Sons, 


July 7. Broughton, Finsbury- 


July 15. Hel- 


July 


July 16. Upperton & Co, 


July 10, Farrer & Co, 


July 1. Prior & Bigg, 


@eeds cegisteces® pursuant te Gankruyptey Act, 1S6l. 
Frirpar, June 4, 1869, 
Abbott, John, Lpoo!, Cabinet Manufacturer. 
June 2 
Ascroft, Cornelius, Tyldesley, nr Manch, Grocer. 
dune 
Barnard, John, Milton-next-Sittingbourne, 
Asst. Keg June 2. 
Batger, Marianna, & Eliz Batger, Brighton, Sussex, out of basiness. 
May 15. Comp. Reg June 3. 
Bean, Thos, Stadbroke, Suffolk, Carpenter. 
dune 3. 
Bowness, Robt Harrison, Poulton-le-Fylde, Lane ister, M.D. 
Asst. Keg June 4. 
Buck, Wm, Preston, Lancaster, Tin Plate Worker. 
Reg June 2. 
Clark, Joseph, Stourbridge, Worcester, Builder. 
dune 2. 
Cousins, Robt, Bristol, Draper. 
Cross, Edwd, Derby, Boot Manutacturer. 
June 2 
Cruse, Edwa, Brighton, Sussex, Gent, May 6, 
Dalgleish, Jas, Swansea, Glamorgan, Draper. 
June 3. 
Davies, (hos, Netherton, Worcester, Ironmonger. 
Reg June l. 
Dent, John, Branswick Hotel, Hanover-sq, Merchant, 
Reg June 3. 

Edgar, Fredk Wm, & Edward Jas Edgar, Croydon, Slate Merchants. 
May 10 Comp. Reg June 1. 
Eiki gton, Johu, Birm, Liectro 

June |. 
Falhingbridge, Rippon, Whitby, York, Joiner. 
June 3, 


May 7. Comp. Reg 


May 25. Asst. Reg 


Kent, Miller. May 17. 


May 6. Asst. Reg 


May 5, 


April 28. Asst. 


May 6. Comp. Reg 
May 12. . eg June 2. 
Comp. Reg 
Reg Jane 1. 
Asst. Reg 


Comp. 
May 7. 


May 5. Comp. 


Junel. Asst. 


Plater, May 28. Comp. Reg 


May 13. Asst. Reg 
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Fleming, Wm Candelet, Stockport, Chester, Draper. 
Reg June 2. 

Frow, Jas. Bolton, Lancaster, Joiner. May6. Comp. Reg June 3. 

Glover, Thos, Kent-st, Southwark, Warehouseman. May 6. Comp. 
Reg June 2, 

Greenhalgh, Ann, Blackburn, Lascaster, Grocer. May 12. Comp. 
Reg June 3. 

Guy, Wm, mt, Kensington, Licensed Victualler. April 14, Comp. 
Reg May 3 

Haine, yx hed Hugh, Herne-hill, Surrey, Licensed Victualler. May 
12. Comp. Reg May $1. 

~ John Bartholemew, Luddenden, York, Grocer. May 7. Asst. Reg 

une 3. 

Hewson, Alfred Wm, Wheathampstead, Hertford, Innkeeper. May 22. 
Comp. Reg June 2. 

Isaacs, Hy, Manch, Jeweller. June 1. Comp. Reg June 3. 

Jones, David Powell, Hackney-rd, Draper. May 28. Asst. Reg 


June 3. 
Keed, Geo Franks, Osborne-pl, Blackheath, Ironmonger. April 30. 
April 29. Asst. Reg 


May 3. Comp. 


Comp. Reg June 4, 

Kirkham, Jas, Runcors, Chester, Joiner. 
June 2. 

Lister, John, Leeds, York, Cap Manufacturer, May 20. Comp. Reg 
June 

Marshall, Joseph, Leeds, York, Woollen Manufacturer. May 11. Comp. 
Reg June 3 

Mason, _ - ewett, York-rd, Wandsworth, Builder. 
Reg Jun 

McLellan, Sa Whitechapel-rd, Draper. 
June 2. 

Morant, David, Portswood, Southampton, Stonemason. May 6. Comp. 
Reg June t. 

Morgan, Rev David, Llancarvan, Glamergan, Clerk. 
Reg June 2. 

Norris, John, Sydenham, Kent, Builder, 
June 3. 

O’Keefe, Thos, senanete Ash, Glamorgan, Shoemaker. 
Comp. Reg Jun 

—! Adam, West Hartlepool, Durham, Painter. May 3. Comp. Reg 

une3 

Pearson, Nathaniel = Morley, York, Cloth Manufacturer. May 
15. Comp. Reg Jun 

Pickles, — Barker, Bradford, York, Comm Agent. May8. Asst. 

May 28. Comp. Reg 


Reg June 
May 12. Asst. Reg 


May 13. Asst. 
April 21. Asst. Reg 


April 30. Asst. 
May 15. Comp. Reg 
May !2, 


— Edwd, ae rd, Cheesemonger. 

—_ J cen, Congleton, Chester, Glass Dealer. 

Ph anes Alger, Tonyrefail, Glamorgan, Licensed Victualler. May 
17. 


Comp. Keg June 3 
Pratt, Geo, Roman-rd, Old Ford, Draper. May 4. Asst. Reg 
May 14. Comp. Reg 


June |. 

Reed, John, Reigate, Surrey, Boot Maker. 
June 2. 

Richardson, Geo Gibson, & Timothy Richardson, Duke-st, Southwark, 
Hop Merchants. May 5, Asst. Reg June 2. 

Robinson, Robson, Stockton, Durham, Coal Merchant. May 7. Comp. 
Reg June 4. 

Roebock, Wm, Hy Roebuck, & Allen a Huddersfield, York, 
Yarn Spinners. May 4. Asst. Reg May 3 

Rogers, Geo Augustus, Lpool, ll Viztaaller. May ll. Asst. 
Reg June 2 

Rose, Wm Hy, & John Shrimpton, Staining-lane, Warehousemen, 
May 25. Comp. Reg June 3 

Ryan, John, She field, oc D. May 7. Asst. Reg June 2 

Seal, Edwd, Stoke Goldington, Bucks, Butcher. May 5. Comp. Reg 


May 31 

~— kb, Hunslet, Leeds, Millwright. May 3. Comp. Reg 
une 

Smith, Hy Sidney, Leeds, Jeweller. May 10. Comp. Reg June l. 


Solomon, , Jas, & Hy Solomon, Birm, Die Sinkers. May 10. Comp. Reg 

une 2 

Stephens, Geo, Brighton, Sussex, Brushmaker. April27. Asst. Reg 
June 2, 

Stephenson, Margaret, North Shields, Northumberland, Grocer. 
May 25, Comp. Reg June 4, 

Stratbou, Hy Rudland,Plymouth, Devon, Draper. May8. Asst. 
Reg June 3. 

Streeter, Wm, Folkestone, Kent, Linen Draper. 
May 28. 

Sutcliffe, Thos Wm, & Edwd Sutcliffe, Brighouse, York, Corn Millers. 
April 23. Asst. Reg June 3. 


May 4. Asst. Reg 


Turner, Robt, Doughty-st, Mecklenburgh-sq, Gent. May 25. Comp. 
Reg June 2. 
— Wm, Ketherithe-wall, Cheesemonger. May 5. Asst. Reg 
une 3. 


Vine, Wm, Aldersgate-st, Lithographic Printer. Aug 20. Asst. Reg 
June 4, 

Watt, Jas, Tarner-st, Commercial-rd, East, Draper. 
Reg May 31. 

Wyman, Chas Wm Hy, & Edwd Franck Wyman, Gt Queen-st, 
Lincoin’s-inn-fields, Printers, April 30. Asst. Reg June 1. 


Tuespay, June 8, 1869. 
Allaway, Wm, Wokingham, Berks, Builder, April 29. Comp. Reg 


May 3. Comp. 


ane 5, 
7 Hy, Croydon, Boot Manufacturer. May 1. Asst. Reg 


une 5, 
Appleyard, Joseph, SkeJmanthorpe, York, Skirt Manufacturer, May 
It. Comp. Keg June 3. 
+ h, Jas Greig, Leeds, Coal Merchant. Mayll, Asst. Reg 
ane 7. 
Bali. Geo Hy, Lewisham, Kent, Perfumer. June 3. Comp. Reg 
dane 4. 


Botham, Wm, Sheffield, York, Pharmaceutical Chemist. May 28, Comp. 
Keg June 5. 
Bottomley, John, Gt Horton, York, Wool Comber. 


Reg J : May 14, Asst. 
y June 





Bradley, Jas, Morley, nr Leeds, Cloth Manufacturer. May 10. Comp; 
Reg June 5. 

Bridges, John Hart, Manch, Refreshment Room Keeper. May 13. Comp, 
Reg June 8. 

Burrows, John Mortimer, ~~ nie Long Acre, Wine Merchant. 
May 11. Gomp. Reg June 8 

ag ety | John, Barnsley, York, Builder. April 24. Asst. Reg 

une 4 

Catlow. Richa, Over Darwen, Lancaster, Manufacturer. May 5. Asst, 
Reg June 4. 

Faulkes, Geo, Lpool, Grocer. May 20. Asst. Reg June 7. 

Fielding, Thos, Halifax, York,Dyer. May 27. Comp. Reg June 7. 

Gay, Geo, Bristol, Manufacturer. April 30. Asst. June 7, 

p> ng Robt, Coleshill, Warwick, out of business. 7 27. Comp. 
Reg June 5 

Gregg, John, Bradford, York, Merchant. May6. Asst. Reg June 5. 

Grimshaw, Abraham, jun, Horsforth, York, Cloth Manufacturer. May 


11. Comp. Reg June 7. 
Hall, Phillip, Gateshead, Durham, Draper. May 14. Asst, Reg 
June 7. 


Hardy, John, jun, Lpool, Hosier. May 31. Comp. Reg June 5. 

Heald, Jas, & Chas Geo — Stockton, Durham, Fruiterers. May 
8. Comp. Reg June 5. 

Hillman, Alfred, Brighton, Sussex, Provision Dealer. May 8. Asst. 
Reg June 4. 

Howell, Edwd Jas, & Thos Conbrough, Lpool, Wine Merchants. May 
6. Asst. Reg June 5 

Johnson, Wm, & Austin Johnson, Guswell-rd, Clerkenwell, Business 
Transter Agents. June 3. Comp. Reg June 7. 

Kidd, Eliz, Cawthorae, York, Wire Drawer. May4. Asst. Reg 
June 5 

Livesey, Joseph, Bishopsgate-st Without, Cattle Food Manufacturer. 
June 4. Comp. Reg June 5. 

May 25. 


Loud, Pl mn a Clapham Junction, Builder. 
sy ta, Bradford, York, Woolstapler. May 10. Asst. Reg 
Marsh, £ Emanuel, Walsall, Stafford, Baker. May 6. 

eden. Joseph, Middtesborough-on-Tees, York, Beer-house 


Keeper. May 4. Asst. Reg June 7. 
Morfitt, John, Leeds, York, Flax Spinner. 
June 5. 


Comp. 
Comp. Reg 


April 29. Asst. Reg 


e 

Munnerley. Saml, jm, Lower Bebington, Chester, Grocer. 
Comp. Reg June 5 

Murray, John, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Plumber. April 30. Asst. Reg 
June 5. 

Newby, Joseph, Workington, Cumberland, Currier. May 18, 
Reg June 5. 

Newman, om Blyth, Northumberland, Baker. June}, Comp. 
Reg Jun 

Parrish, y a Midhurst, Sussex, Draper. May 8. Alst, Reg 
June 3. 

“4 Geo, Nelson-st, Greenwich, Draper. 


June 4. 


Comp, 


May 3. Comp. Reg 


ram, Wm, Oldswinford, Worcester, Publican. May 13. Comp. Reg 
June 

viet, Alfred, Colebrooke-row, Islington, Musician. 
Comp. Reg June 5. 

Parvis, John, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, Provision Merchant. May 19. 
Comp. Reg June 4. 

Read, John, Secmmneeth, Wheelwright. 
June 7. 

Reid, a Hy, Manch, Cabinet Maker. May 11. Comp. Reg 
June 

Rhodes, Stephen, Darlington, Durham, Woollen Draper. 
Asst. Reg June 4. 

Richards, Simon, Aberdare, Glamorgan, Contractor. May 3. Asst. 
Reg June 4, 

Rogers, John, West Bromwich, Stafford, Boat Builder. June 3. Comp. 
Reg June 5. 

Seekings, Sam], St Ives, Huntingdon, Miller. 


June 4, 
May 12. Asst. Reg 
May 3. 


May 17. Asst. Reg 


une 7. 
Smith, Thos, Penrith, Cumberland, Currier. 
June 7. 
Somer, Jas, 


May 10. Asst. Reg 


Boscastle, Cornwall, Gent. May 8 Asst. Reg 

June 5. 

Starr, Richd Benj, Finsbury-sq, Hotel Keeper. 
June 8 

Stewardson, John, Manch, Grocer. June 4. Comp. Reg June 7. 

Stoneham, Jas Edwd, Dengie, Essex, Farmer. May6. Asst. Reg 
June 4. 

Talford, John, Sheffield, Grocer. May 14. Comp. Reg June 7. 

Temple, Robt, Belgrave- rd, St John’s-wood, Professor of Music. June 
3, Comp. Reg June 7. 

Tubbs, John Whiteman, Lowestoft, Suffolk, Coal Merchant, May 10. 
Asst. Reg June 7. 

Wallace, Wm, Leicester, Buot Maker. May 27, Asst. Reg June 4. 

Ward, Thos, Stockport, Chester, Joiner. May 10, Asst. Reg June 5. 

Whiteley, Richd, & Jas Brough, Keighley, York, Worsted Stuff Manu- 
facturers. May!0. Asst. Reg June 5. 

Wilson, Jas Armer, Windermere, Westmorland, Boot Maker. June 1. 
Comp. Reg June 5. 

Yoxall, Edwd, Crewe, Chester, Grocer, June 5. 


Banwrupls 
Fripay, June 4, 1869, 
To Surrender in London, 
Adams, Chas Jas, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet May 29 (for pan). 
Brongham, June 2t atl. Biddles South-sq, Gray’s-inn. 
Aird, Win, Sittingbourne, Kent, Clerk | toa Brick Merchant- Pet June 
3. Roche June 16 at2. Cope & Co, Gt George-st, Westminster. 
Aldridge, Thos, Slough, Buchinghamshire, Coal Merchant. Pew May 
31. June 21 at 1. Gardiner, St Swithin’s-lane. 
Allen, Geo, Andover-ter, Hornsey-rd, Holloway Boot-shop Keeper. Pet 
May 28. Pepys. June 16 at 11, Dobie, Greshamest. 


May 6. Asst. Reg 


Comp. Reg June 7. 





June 2 


Lawrenc 
Murra 
Legge, 
2. Mi 
Lowentk 


Marchan 
Qat. 
Meakin, 


Streek, | 
Pepys. 
Theven¢ 
pau). 
Towner, 
atl2. 
Turner, 
Fe 
Verrail, 
June 5 
Weston, 
28 (fo 
Gray’: 
Wilkins 
Corn ¢ 
James 
Woolvet, 
2) at) 
Yelf, Ha 
2 Ju 
Yeoman: 
mong 


Abbott, 
Runcc 
Abel, Vi 
June | 
Allen, ¢ 


Kirby. 
Atkinsor 
Mauch 
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Atkinson, Joseph Robt Wilkin, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet May 
20(for pau). Pepys. June 18atl. Biddles, South-sq, Gray’s-inn. 

Bangs, Hy, Goldington-st, St Pancras, Baker. Pet June 1. Murray. 
June 21 at 12. Poole, Bartholomew.close. 

Beamish, Timothy, Prisoner for Debt, London. Adj May 20. Roche. 
June 16at 11. 

Beazley, John, Holloway-ter, Upper Holloway, Fishmonger. Pet May 
$1. Pepys. June 17at1l. Kimber, Gt Winchester-st-bldgs. 

Booth , John, Rockingham-st, New Kent-rd, Cabinet Maker, Pet May 
31. Murray. June 2lat 11. Notley, Trinity-st, Southwark. 

Brister, Geo, Norbiton, Surrey, Carpenter. Pet June 1. Murray. June 
21 at 12. Olive, Portsmouth-st, Lincoln’s-inn-fields, 

Buckton, Thos John, jun, Park-villas, Park-rd, New Wandsworth, 
Accountant. Pet,May 28. Pepys. June |7 at 1. Treherne & Co, 
Aldermanbury. 

Burton, Georgiana, Ealing, out of business. Pet June 2, Murray. 
June 21 at 12. M*‘Millin, Bloomsbury -sq. 

Child, Robt, Salisbury-ter, Kilburn, Assistant toa Tailor. Pet June 
}. June 2] at2. Lewis & Co, Basinghall-st, 

Coopman, Jacob, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet May 29. Pepys. 
June 18 at 2. Lewis & Lewis, Ely-pl, Holborn. 

Crocker, Thos Hy, Portland-rd, Notting-hill, Cabinet Inlayer. Pet 
June 1. June 21 atz. Marshall, Lincoln’s-inn-fields. 

Dalby, Fras, Ipswich, Suffolk, Journeyman Carpenter. Pet May 31. 
Pepys. June 18 at lt. Jennings, Ipswich. 

Denham, Thos, Kingsland-rd, Gas Fitter. Pet June 2. 
18at 2. Brighten, Bishopsgate-st, Without. 

Evans, Jas, Britannia-ct, Bishopsgate-st. Licensed Victualler. Pet 
May 17. June 23at1l1. Tanqueray & Co, New Broad-st. 

Forbes, David Colin, Coleman-st, Foreign Glass Merchant. Pet June 
1, Roche. June 16 at 1. Noton, Gt Swan-ailey, Moorgate-st. 

Franklyn, Fred Robt Augustus, St Mark's-crescent, Regent’s Park, 
Attorney. Pet May 29. Pepys. June 17 at2. Philp, St Pancras- 


Pepys. June 


lane. 

Grubb, Chas Fredk, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet May 28 (for pau). 
Brougham. June 21 at at 12. Edwin, Blackman-st, Borough. 

Hardy, Chas, Bushey, Herford, out of employment. Pet June 1. 
Murray. June 21 at 12. Kimber, Gt Winchester-st-bldgs. 

Harrison, Nathaniel, Holywell Mills, nr Oxford, Miller. Pet May 28. 
June 16 at 2. Singleton & Co, Gt James-st. 

Hawthorne, Robt John Louis, Pembroke-sa, Kensington, out of busi- 
ness. Pet June 2. June 21 at2. Brown, Basinghall-st. 
Higgs, Benj, Broom-lane, Teddington, Gent. Pet March 20. 

June 16 atl. Eley, New Broad-st. 

Holliday, John, jun, Whitechapel-rd, Tailor. Pet May 31. 
Juve 21 at 11. Barrett, Bell-yard, Doctors’-commons. 

Hughes, Wm John Reid, Pennyfields, Poplar, Brass Founder. 
April 26. Roche. June i6at 2. Watson, Finsbury-p! South. 

Impey, Wm, St Leonard’s-rd, Bromley, Builder. Pet June 1. 
June 21 at }1. Layton, jun, Navarino Cottage, Bow-rd. 

Jucobs, Chas, Prisoner for Debt, London. 
Brougham. June 2!) at 1!. Dobie, Gresham-st. 

Jones, Benj, Croydon, Surrey, Commercial Traveller. 
Murray. June 21 at 11. Downing, Buasinghall-st. 

Lawrence, Jas, Lawn-ter, Blackheath, out of business. 
Murray. June2!ati2. Elmslie & Co, Leadenhall-st. 

Legge, Alfred, Adair-rd, Westbourne-pk, House Decorator. Pet June 
2. Murray. June 21 at 12. Cooper, Portman-st, Portman-sq. 

Lowenthal, Abraham, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet May 27 (for 
pau). Pepys. June 17 at 12. Biddles, South-sq, Gray’s-inn. 

Marchant, Thos, Harrow Weald, Publican. Pet June 1, Murray. June 
Y‘atll. Asburst &Co, Old Jewry. 

Meakin, Thos Rowland, Anerley, Surrey, Auctioneer, Pet May 31. 
Pepys. Junel7 at2. Parry, Croydon. 

Oakley, Alfred, Tottenham, Butcher. Pet May 31. 
at ll. Smith, Norfulk-st, Strand. 

Patten, Nathaniel Hy, Prisoner for Debt, London, 
2latli. Hall, Fenchurch-st. 

Rougemont, John Fras, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet May 29 (for 
pau). Brougham. June 2latt. Biddles, South-sq, Gray’s-inn. 

Shepparé, Joseph, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet June | (for pau). 
Pepys. June i8 atl. Olive, Portsmouth-st, Lincoln’s inn-fields. 

Sims, Ebenezer, Brewer-st , Woolwich, Writer. Pot May 31. Pepys. 
June 17 at 2. Hughes & Co, Woolwich, 

Streek, Mary Ann, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet June 1 (for pau). 
Pepys. June 18 atl. Biddles, South-sq, Gray’s-inn. 

Thevenot, Francoise, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet May 29 (for 
pau). Pepys. Junel7 at2. Cooke, Gresham-bidgs, 

Towner,John, Battle, Sussex, Builder, Pet June l., Pepys. 
atl2. Senior, New-inn, 

Tarner, Geo Edwin, Jervis-rd, North End, Fulham, Builder. Pet June 
1. Pepys. June 18 atll. Smith, Norfolk-st, Strand. 

Verrail, Charles, Chatham, Kent, Ironmonger. Pet June. Murray. 
June 21 atl. Lewis & Co, Old Jewry, for Bassett, Rochester. 

Weston, John, & Geo Weston, Prisoners tor Debt, London. Pet May 
28 (for pau). Brougham. June 21 at 12. Bidddles, South-sq, 
Gray’s-inn. 

Wilkinson, Wm, Cedars-row, Lavender-hill, Clapham, Manager to a 
Corn Chandler. Pet May 31. June 2lat 12. Eldred & Andrew, Gt 
Jamesest, Bedford-row. 

Woolvet, Danl, High-st, St Giles, Beer Retailer. Pet May 81. June 
2latl, Watson, Basinghall-st. 

Yelf, Harry Fleming, Claremont-sq, Pentonville, Architect. Pet June 
2 June 2lat2. Nickinson & Co, Chancery-iane. 

Yeomans, Fredk, & Saml Staniforth, King-st, Hammersmith, Iron- 
Monger. Pet May 24. June 16 at 12. Ashurst & Oo, Oid Jewry. 


Murray. 


Pet May 31. 
Pet June 1. 


Pepys. June 18 


Pet May 28. June 


June 18 


To Surrender in the Country. 
Abbott, Thos, Runcorn, Chester, Beerseller. Pet May 22. Nicholson. 
Runcorn, June 19 at 11, Wood, Runcorn. 
Abel, Wm, Brownhills, Stafford, Druggist. Pet June 1. Walsall, 
June 16 at 12. Pearman & Gould, Stourbridge. 
Alien, Chas Fletcher, Derby, Clerk in Holy Orders. Pet June 1. 
Tudor. Birm, June 22 at ii. Moody, Derby. 

Arehey, Robt, Coventry, Warwick, out of business. Pet May 29. 
Kirby, Coventry, June 15 at 3. Smalibone, Coventry. 
Atkinson, John, Manch, Comm Agent. Pet May 18, Fardell. 

h, June 16at12, Cobbet & Co, Manch, 





Roche. | 


Pet | 
| Hood, Robt, Brighton, Sussex, Pork Butcher. 
Murcay. | 


Pet May 27 (for pau). | 
| Jordan, Wm, Wellington, Salop, 





Bottom, David, Paddock, York, Yardman. 
field, June 28 at 10, Sykes, Huddersfield. 
Bamble, Geo, Prisoner for Debt, Norwich. Adj May 18. Chamberlin. 
Gt Yarmouth, June 15 at 12. 
Brampton, Thos. Market Rasen, Lincoln, Beershop Keeper. Pet June 
2. Rhodes. Market Rasen, June 19 at 11. Saffery & Chambers. 
Burman, Joseph, Earlsheaton, York, Grocer. Pet May 31, Leeds, 
June 21 at il. Simpson. Leeds. 
bers, Geo Walter, Peckleton, Leicester, “Grocer. 
Hill. Birm, June l6at 12. Belk, Nottingham. 
Dawson, Elizah, Sheffield, Shopkeeper. Pet May 31. Wake. Sheffield, 
June 17 atl. Binney & Son, Sheffield. 
Dowsett, Thos Brooks, Heybridge, Essex, Baker. Pet June 1. Codd. 
Malden, June 17 at 10. Digby, Maldon. 
Fallows, Wm, Pemberton, Lancaster, Book Keeper. Pet May 29. 
Part. Wigan, July 8 at 10. Darlington, Wigan. 
Firby, Geo, Rockcliffe, C:mberland, Butcher. Pet May 29. Halton. 
Carlisle, June 16 at 11. Wannop, Carlisle. 
Foord, Thos, Westminster, Kent, Licensed Victualler. Pet May 27. 
Wates, Sheerness, June 15 at2. Willis, Sheerness. 
Frampton, Caroline, Newport, Isle of Wight, News Agent. 
2. Newport,June 19at 11, Beckingsale, Newport. 
Freeman, Arthur Jewell, Manch, Tea Merchant. Pet May 22. 
Macrae. Manch, June 17 at 12. Slater, Manch. 
Surveyor. Pet 
Tudor. 


Pet May 3. Hudders- 


Pet June 2. 


Pet June 


Fussell, Austin Talentine, Combe Down, Somerset, 
May 27. Bath. June 15 at 11. Bartrum, Bath. 
Goring, Mary, Darlaston, Stafford, Grocer. Pet May 31. 

birm, June 18 at 12. Brevitt, Darlaston. 

Gorst, Mary, Runcorn, Chester, Grocer. Pet May 20. 
Runcorn, June 19 at 11. Day, Runcorn, 

Gray, Alfred, Wyke Regis, Dorset, Common Brewer. 
Exeter, June 16 at2. Atkinson, Blandford Forum ; 
Exeter. 

Green, Albert John, Monks Coppenhall, Chester, Fitter. Pet May 17. 
Broughton. Nantwich, June 17 at 10. Hewitt, Crewe. 

Grigg, Charlotte Eliz, West Cowes, Isle of Wight, Milliner. 
29, Blake. Newport, June l6at 11. Joyce, Newport. 

Hancock, Geo, Sheffield, Spring Knife Manufacturer. Pet June 1]. 
Wake. Sheffield, June 17 at 1. Binney & Son, Sheffield. 

Hatton, Wm, Newton, Chester, Farmer. Pet May 31. Fardell. 
Manch, June 16 at 12. Pickford, Macclesfield. 

Hemingway, John, Earlsheaton, Spinner. Pet May 31. 
Dewsbury, June 16 at 3. Breary, Dewsbury. 

Heyes, Jas, Lowton, Lancaster, Engine Tenter. 
Leigh, June 16at |. Ramwell, Bolton. 

Hitchcock, Jas, Taunton, Somerset, Baker. Pet June 2. Exeter, 
June 16 at 2. Trenchard & Walsh, Taunton: Hirtzel, Exeter. 

Pet May 31. Evershed. 
Brighton, June 18 at 11. Holtham, Brighton. 

Hulme, Geo, Rochdale, Lancaster, Machinist. Pet June 1. Jackson. 

Newill. 


Micholson. 


Pet May 31, 
Hirtzel, 


Pet May 


Nelson. 


Pet June 2, Holden. 


Rochdale, June 16 at 12. Standring, Rochdale. 

Sawyer. Pet May 31. 
Wellington, June ll atll. James, Wellington. 

Lang, Robt, Prisoner for Debt, Maidstone. Adj May 19. 
Ramsgate, June 18 atil. Bowling, Ramsgate. 

Laycock, Utley, Burnley, Lancaster, Cotton Manufacturer. 
27. Macrae. Manch, June 24 at 12. Gardner, Manch. 

Lyons, Thos Hutchinson, Birm, Provision Dealer. Pet June 1. 
Birm, June 16 atl2. Hodgson & Son, Birm. 

Mackay, Robt, Newcastle-upon-Tyne, News Vendor. Pet May 31. 
Clayton. Newcastle, June 15 at 12. Johnson, Newcastle-upon- 
Tyne. 

Meeson, Joseph, Prisoner for Debt, Stafford. Adj May 13. Macrae. 
Manch, Juno 17 at 11. 

Michael, Wm, Gurmach, Monmonth, Shopkeeper. Pet 
Shepard. Tredegar, June 19 at 11. Plews, Merthyr Tydfil. 

Miller, Edwd Mant, Weston-super-Mare, Somerset, Coal Merchant. Pet 
June l, Wilde. Bristol, June 17 at 1]. Mantell, Weston-super- 


Snowden. 
Pet May 
Hill. 


June 2- 


are. 

Mitchell, Wm, Gt Bradford, Bedford, Baker. Pet May 31. Hinrich. 
Bedford, June 2latli. Jessopp, Bedford. 

Parkes, Wm, & Chas Batsford, Birm, Metallic Bedstead Manufacturers 
Pet June 21. Tudor. Birm, June 10 at 12. Hodgson & Son 
Birm. 

Parry, Thos Fredk, Prisoner for Debt, Manch. Pet June 1. Fardell 
Manch, June }5 at 11. Allen, Manch. 

Perrin, Joseph, Manch, Salesman. Pet June 1. Manch, July 6 
at 9.30. Law, Manch. 

Quick, Chas, Twerton, Somerset, Coach Builder. 
June 15 at ll. Bartrum, Bath. 

Ryall, Wm John Knight, Tottenhall, Stafford, Architect. Pet May 29, 
Brown. Wolverhampton, June 19 at 12. Stratton, Wolverhamp- 


Kay. 


Pet May 29. Bath, 


ton. 
Scholefield, Nathan Walker, Halifax, York, out of business, Pet May 


Harle, Leeds. 


28. Rankin, Halifax, June 18 at 10. 
Greengrocer. Pet May 31. 


Seddon, Saml, Horsecroft, Lancaster, 
Jackson. Rochdale, June 18 at 10. Holland, Rochdale. 

Sharman, Chas, Bioxnam, Oxford, Licensed Victualler. Pet May 2). 
Davies. Southam, June 18 at 3. Overell, Leamington Priors. 

Sharp, John, Goole, York, out of business. Pet May 27. Wilson, 
Goole, June 30 at 12. Green, Howden. 

Shaw, Eliz, Moid Green, York, Cotton Dyer. Pet June 3. 
2latli. Drake, Huddersfield. 

Shepherd, Jas. Worcester, Provision Dealer. Pet Jane 2. Hill. Birm, 
June 16 at 12. Tree, Worcester. 

Simpson, Frank, Nottingbam, Photographic Artist. Pet May 19, 
Patchitt. Nottingham, June 30 at 10.30. Brown, Nottingham. 

Smith,Geo Byron, Halliwell, Lancaster, Provision Dealer, Pet June 
2. Holden. Bolton, June 16 at il. Edge & Dawson, Bolton, 

Stevenson, Thos, & Robt Stubbs, Nottingham, Plumbers. Pet May 
31. Patchitt. Nottingham, June 30 at 10.30. Cranch, Notting- 
ham. 

Swainson, Robt, Prisoner Adj Feb 19. Hime. 
Lpool, June 15 at 2. 

Thos, Benj, Slebech, Pembroke, Clerk. VotJuno 1, 
June 17 at Ii. Bramble & Blackburne, Bristol. 
Tolley, Wm, Kinver, Stafford, Painter, Pet Jure 2 

Stourbridge, June 21 at 10. Collis, Stourbridge. 


Leeds, June 


for Debt, Walton, 
Bristol, 
Harward. 


Wilde. 
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Tomlinson, Wm, Marple Bridge, Derby, Ironmonger. Pet May 27. 
Brooks. Hyde, June 16 at1l. Drinkwater, Hyde. 

Wiggins, Jas, Daventry, Northampton, Machine Closer. Pet May 31. 
Willoughby. Daventry, June 16 at 10. Gery, Daventry. 

Williams, Jas Ryan, Tenbury, Worcester, Shoemaker. Pet June 1. 
Norris. Tenbury, June 21 at 10. Preston, Tenbury. 

Wirdsor, John, & Chas Dyster Windsor, Oswestry, Salop, Agricultural 
Machinists, Pet May 3!. Hill. Birm, June 16 at 12. James & 
Griffin, Birm ; Croxon, Oswestry. 

Worsley, Chas Hy, Crosland-hill, York, Journeyman Wheelwright. Pet 
May 6. Joues. Huddersfield, June 28 at 10. Freeman, Hudders- 
field. 

To Surrender in London, 
TvuEspaY, June 8, 1869. 

Aylen, Edwd Sam], Beacontree Heath, Essex, out of business. Pet 
June 2. June 22atl. Keighley, Ironmonger-lane, 

Batchelor, Hy Edwd, Alvey-rd, Walworth, Greengrocer. Pet June 4. 
Murray. June 2 atl. Cooke, Gresham-bldgs, Basinghall-st. 

Billings, Mary Ann, New Church-st, Jamaica-rd, out of business. Pet 
June 4. June z3 atl2. Greaves, Essex-st, Strand. 

Bloom, Davis, Dillington, East Dereham, Norfolk, Farmer. Pet June 
3. Murray. June 2! at 2. Stretten, Southampton-bldgs, Chancery- 
lane, for Saunders, East Dereham. 

Bride, John Hy, Crinscott rd, Grange-rd, Bermoad sey, Shirt Manufac- 
turer. Pet June 4. Pepys. June 14 at 12. Langton, Walbrook 
House. 

Dejardin, Frangois Joseph, Albert-ter, Clapham-rd, out of business. 
Pet June 4. Pepys. June 2lati, Maniere, Gt James-st, Bedford- 
row. 

Edgingcton, Edwin Thos, Commercial-rd East, Commercial Clerk. Pet 
June 2. Pepys. June 18 at 2. Drake, Basinghall-st. 

Faith, John, Bethnall-green-rd, Cheesemonger, Pet June 3. Murray. 
June 21 at J}, Frost, Leadenhall-st. 

Forcham, Jcseph, Armagh-rd, North Bow, Builder. 
Roche. June 23 at 1!. Basinghali-st. 

Fuggies, Edwin, Battersea-rise, Baker. Pet June 5. Roche. June 18 
at 2. Olive, Portsmouth-st, Lincoln’s-inn, 

Gales, Thos, Skulthorpe, Portobello-rd, Notting-hill, Builder. Pet 
June 5. June 23at 1. Webb, Onion Bank-chambers, Carey-st. 

Haass, Fritz, & Gustav Winter, Carter-lane, Foreign Agents, Pet June 
3. June 24 at 12. Philp, Pancras-lane. 

Harding, John Thos, Donhead, Wilts, out of business, Pet June 3, 
Pepys. June 18 at2. Jones, New-inn, Strand. 

Hardy, Wm, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet June 4 (for pau). Pepys. 
June 14at12. Nash, Arlington-st, New North-rd. 

Hutcheon, Robt, Campbell-rd, Bow, Draper. Pet May j21. Roche. 
June 23 at 11. Marsden, Friday-st. 

Jackson, Hy Todd, Eliot Bank, Forest-hill, no occupation. Pet June 
2. Pepys. June 24atl. Linklaters & Co, Walibrook. 

Lancum, Geo, Prisoner for Debt, London. tet June 3 (for pau). 
June 23 at 12. Biddies, South-sq, Gray’s-inn. 

Manning, Wm, Wellington-ter, Portobello-rd, Notting-hill, ont of busi- 
ness. PetJune 4. Pepys. June 24 at 12. Drake, Basinghall-st. 

Manning, Geo, Commercial-rd, Peckham, Timber Merchant. Pet 
June 5. Murray. June 21 at 2. Townley, Gresham-bldgs, Bas- 
inghall st. 

Needham, Joseph, Piccadilly, Gunsmith. Pet June 2. June 18 at 1. 
Moxon, Lincoln’s-inn, 

Nokes, Tnos, Grays, Essex, Miller. Pet June 1. June 21 atl. Brady, 
Gracechurch-st. 

Parker, Wm, Poplar-pl, Moscow-rd, Tailor. Pet Juue 1 (for pau). 
Brougham. Juno 2l at2. Price, Fenchurch-bldgs. 

Price, Harris, Old Montague-st, Osborn-st, Whitechapel, Tailor. Pet 
June 4. Murray. June 2] at 1. Newman, Bucklersbury. 

Reed, Wm Fras. Canonbury-st, Islington, Musician. Pet June 4. 
Pepys. June t8 atil, Davis, Goiden-sq. 

Schopfer, Martin, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet June 1j(for pau). 
Pepys. June ¢4atl. Watson, Basinghall-st. 

Scott, Chas, Golburne-ter, Keusat New LTowu, Baker. Pet June 4. 
June 23at 12. Kimber & Ellis, Lombard-st. 

Twinch, Fredk, & John ‘Ywinch, New Windsor, Berks, Common 
Brewers. Pet May 22. Murray. June 2f at 1. Lawrence & Co, 
Oid Jewry -chambers. 

War-chawski, Saul, Gt Alie-st, Goodman’s-fields, no business. Pet 
June 4. Pepys. June i8at 12. Lewis & Lewis, Ely-pl. 
White, Chas Hy, Camberwell-rd, Glass Dealer. Pet June 1. 

June Is at 12. Hicklin, Trinity-sq, Borough. 

White, Jas, Prisoner for Debt, London. Pet June | (for pau). Broug- 
ham. June z3atll. Biddles, South-sq, Gray’s-iun. 

Whitehead, Walter Alfred, Rosedale-cottages, Albion-rd, Hammer- 
smith, Kailway Inspector. Pet June 4. repys. June 18 at 12. 
Louis, Weliiugton-st, strand. 

To Surrender in the Country. 

Angel, Benj, Melcombe Kegis, Dorset, Dyer. Pet June 3. Andrews. 
Weymouth, Jure 2z at il. Tizard & George, Weymouth. 

Biackiey, Juha, Manch, Salesinan. Pet June 2. Fardell. 
June 23 atlz. Sutton & Elliott, Manck. 

Boland, Richd, Birm, “orking Jewellez. Pet June 4. Guest. Birm, 
June 25 at 10. Rowlands, Birm. 

Bryan, Fredk Jas, Princes End, Stafford, Grocer. Pet June 5. Walker. 
Dudiey,June 24 at 12, Stokes, Dudley. 

Carter, Jas, Oundle, Northampton, Journeyman Blacksmith. Pet 
Jane 4, Sherard. Oundle, June 2: at 3. Richardson & Son, 
Oundle. 

Cave, Wm, Whaplode, Lincoln, Potatoe Dealer. Pet June 3. Bonner. 
Spalding, June 224110. Percival, Spalding. 

Chambers, Wm, Cullompton, Devon, Currier. Pet June 2. Exeter, 
June I8 atl). Burrow, Cullompton, 

Clarke, Wm Smith, Prisoner for Debt, Manch. Adj May 12, Hulton. 
Salford, June 19 at 9.30. Gardner, Manch. 

Curts, Freds, Brighton, Sussex, Clerk. Pet June 5 
Brighton, June 23 atil. Holtham, Brighton. 

Daniel, Thos, Pryn, Glamorgan, Collier. vet June 4. Lewis. Bridg- 
evd, Juve 2iasi2. Stockweod, Bridgend, 

Daw, Thos, sen, Doncaster, York, Painter, Pet Junz 3. Shirley. 
Loneas e-, June 21 at 12. Woodhead, Doncaster. 


Pet June 5. 


Pepys. 


Manch, 


Evershed. 


Dibben, Reuben, Worthing, Sussex, Blacksmith. Pet June 4... Den- 

nett. Worthing, June 22 at 11. Runnacles, Brighton. 

Edwards, Joseph, Ryecroft, Stafford,Gardener. Pet June 4. Walsall, 

June 23 at 12. Crump, Walsall. Us 

Elgar. Fras John, Bournemouth, Bill Poster. Pet June 5. Druitt. 

Christchurch, June 2) atl}. Sharp, Christchurch. 

Frankland, Fras, Prisoner for Debt, Lancaster. Adj May 13. Fardell. 

Manch, June 22 at 1}. 

Gregson, Marcus, Prisoner for Debt, Lancaster. Adj May 13. Bolton, 

Blackburn, June 24 at 11. 

Griffiths, Saml, Treforest, Clamorgav, Draper. Pet June 3. Spickett. 

Pontypridd, June 19 at!2. Thomas, Pontypridd. 

Halton, Sam|, & Chas Halton, Prisoners fur Debt, Lancashire. Adj 
May 13. Bolton. Blackburn, June 24 at 11. 

Harris, Jas, Cheltenham, Gloucester, Publican. Pet June3. Gale. 
Cheltenham, June 21 at il. Chesshyre, Cneltenham. 

Henderson, Michael, Crook, Durham, out of business. Pet June 5, 
Trotter. Bishop Auckland, June 21 at 10. Hutchinson, Bishop 
Auckland. 

Hill, Abraham, & John Hill, Heaton, ,York, Stone Merchants. Pet 
Juze7. Leeds, June 21 at ll. Simpson, Leeds. 

Hitchen, Peter, Orrell, Lancaster, Master Coal Miner. Pet June 4, 
Part. Wigan, July 15 at10. Leader, Wigan. 

Hooper, Goo, Worcester, Shoemaker. PetJune 3. Crisp. Worcester, 
June 22 at 11. Tree, Worcester. 

Hutchinson, Thos Jas, Newcastle-under-Lyme, Stafford, Architect, 
Pet June 3. Slaney. Newcastle-under-Lyme, June 19 at 11. Litch. 
field, Newcastle-under-Lyme. 

Isaac, Wm, Spreyton, Vevon. Butcher. Pet Junel. Exeter, June 18 
at 12. Fulford, North Tawton; ‘Terrell & Petherick, Exeter. 

Jackson, Alfred, Learnley, Lancaster, Shoemaker. PetJune4. Jacke 
son. Rochdale. June i8ati. Harris, Rochdale. 

Jackson, John, Seacombe, Chester, Beerhous2 Keeper. Pet June 3, 
Wason. Birkenhead, June 22 at2. Ponton, Birkenhead, 

Johnson, Fras, St George’s, Salop, Roll Turner. Pet June 3. Newill, 
Wellington, June 21 at 11. Marcy, Wellington. 

Kirween, Margaret, Prisoner for Debt, Chester. Adj May 17. Wason, 
Birkenhead, June 16 at 10. Downham, Birkenhead. 

Kitchingman, Wm Hy, Huddersfield, York, Beerhouse Keeper. Pet 
May 22. Jones. Huddersfield, June 28at10. Freeman, Hudders- 
field. 

Ledbetter, John, Birm, out of business. Pet June 2. Guest. Birm, 
June 25 at 10. Rowlands, Birm. 

Lower, Matthew Hy, Ore, Sussex, Land Surveyor. Pet June 3, 
Young. Hastings, June 19 at ll. Philbrick, Hastings. 

M‘Dowall, Wm, Sheffield, York, Draper. Pet June 3. Leeds, July7 
at 12. Binney & Son, Sheffield. 

Miles, Wm, Leicester, Beerhouse Keeper. Pet June 4, Ingram. Lei- 
cester, June 26 at 10. Durrant, Leicester. 

Murray, Jas, Bristol, out of business. Pet Junel. Harley. Bristol, 
June 18 ati2. Benson & Elletson. d 

Nappier, Joseph Chas, Prisoner for Debt, Lancaster. Adj May 13, 
Hulton. Salford, June 19 at 6.30. Marriott, Manch. 

Northern, John, Bradford, York, Greengrocer. Pet June 2, Bradford, 
June 15 at 9.15. Berry, bradford, 

Oxley, Geo Prevost, Lpool, Merchant. Pet June 5. Lpool, June 23 at 
12. Forshaw & Co, Lpvol. 

Parkhouse, Joseph, Bristol, Beerhouse Keeper. Pet Jure 4. Harley. 
Bristol, June 25 at 12. Clifton & Moseley. 

Parr, Chas, Salford, Lancaster, Fish Dealer. Adj May 13, Hulton. 
Salford, June 19 at 9.30. 

Parry, John, Ebenezer, nr Carnarvon, Tailor. Pet June 5. Lpool 
June 23at ll. Blackhurst, Lpool. 

Phillips, Edwd, Newport, Monmouth, American Shipping Master. 
Pet June 2. Roberts. Newport,June 21 atl. Gibbs, Newport. 
Pilkington, John, Prisoner for Debt, Lancaster. Adj Aprill5, Myres. 

Preston, June 19 at IC. Ambler, Preston. 

Place, Hy Avisor, Halifax, York, Carver. Pet June7, Leeds, June 
21 at 11. Waiker, Halifax ; Simpson, Leeds, 

Pollock, Sam], Camperdown, Northumberland, Beerhouse Keeper. Pet 
June 1. Gibson. Newcastle-apon-Tyne, June 18 at 12. Johnson, 

Newcastle-upon Tyne. 

Ray, Annie, Bristol, Assistant to a Brewer. Pet June 3. Harley. 
Bristol, June 25 at 12. Benson & Elletson. 

Rittson, Wm, Prisoner for Debt, Lancaster, Adj May 13. Fardell. 
Manch, June 22 at II. 

Seacumbe, Jas, Plymouth, Devon, Comm Agent. Pet June 4. Exeter, 
June 2lat lt. Edmonds & Son, Plymouth; Floud, Exeter. 

Seaco:nbe, Saml, Liskeard, Cornwail, Comm Agent. Pet June 4 
Exeter, June 2} at lt. Edmonds & Son, Plymouth ; Floud, Exeter. 

Squires, Joseph Hy, Warwick, Hosier. Pet Jane 19. Tibbits. War 
wick, June 1¥at il. Snape, Warwick. 

Stuart, Chas, Bebington, Chester, Wine Merchant. Pet June 5, Lpod, 
June 23 at ll. Anderson & Collins, Lpool. 

Tanner, Saml, Prisoner for Devt, Lancaster. Adj Sept 18. Myres. 
Preston, June i9 at 10. 

Thomas, Win, Narberth, Pembroke, Woolstapler. Pet June 4. Owen. 
Narberth, June 2l at 10, Lascelles, Narberth. 

Tremlett, Jas, Sandy Park, Vevon, Butcher. Pet June 5, Burd. Oke- 
hampton, June 19 at 10. Fulford, Okehampton. 

Williams, John, Bangor, Carnarvon, Innkeeper. Pet June 4, Lpodl, 
June 21ati2, Evans & Lockett, Lpool. 

Wills, Wm Greek, Barnstapiec, Sailor Pet May 31. Exeter, June 16 
avli. Gribble & Bromiuaim, Barastapie ; Fioud, Exeser. 

BANKRUPTCI“S ANNULLED. 
Fripay, Juue 4, 1869. 

Baker, John Manley, Worthing, Sussex, Ironmonger. June 4. 

—. Joseph, Bishopsgate-st Without, Cattle Food Manutacturer. 

une +, 

Woollacott, Fredk Chappell, Stainton-ter, Pancras-rd, King’s-cros8, 
Printer. May 4}. 

Spranye, Alfred Daul, Princes-3q, Bayswater, Teacher. June 1. 

TvEsDAY, June 8, 1869. 
Aspinall, Wm, Rutland-st, Commercial-rd, Clerk toa Brewer. May 3l. 
Whitworth, Wm, & Thos Grathaw, High-st, Southwark, Hop Mer 





chants. June 7. 
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